TO:

MEMORANDUM
October 18, 2002

County Council

FROM: Karen Orlansk%r? Director

Sue Richards, gram Evaluator
Benjamin Stuiz,"Research Assistant
Office of Legislative Oversight

SUBJECT:  Office of Legislative Oversight Memorandum Report 2002-5:

Phase I Findings on Montgomery County’s Head Start Program

In late July, the County Council asked the Office of Legislative Oversight to conduct a
review of Montgomery County’s Head Start program. OLO’s initial findings confirm that
now is the time to consider both structural and funding changes to the Head Start program.

A confluence of the following internal and external factors makes a strong case for re-
thinking the County’s current approach to Head Start:

By the 2007-2008 school year, the County must offer pre-kindergarten services to
all four-year olds from economically disadvantaged families. Following the relcase
of the Thomton Commission report, the General Assembly enacted SB 856, The
Bridge to Excellence Act. The Act requires that by the 2007-2008 school vear, public
schools in Maryland must offer pre-kindergarten services to all four-year olds in
Maryland who are from families with an economically disadvantaged background.
MCPS estimates that the number of potential pre-kindergarten slots that need to be
provided in Montgomery County could exceed 4,000.

Head Start’s structure dates back to the mid-1960’s. The structure of Montgomery
County’s Head Start program is essentially the same as it was when the program
started in 1965, as part of the federal government’s War on Poverty. Since the mid-
1960’s, substantial changes have occurred both in the County’s population and in the
overall delivery of services to low income families.

The federal Head Start grant covers less than 1/3 of total program costs. The total
FY 03 cost of the Head Start program in Montgomery County is $14.6 million. The
County’s federal Head Start grant of $4.1 million covers less than one-third of this
amount. This is a notable contrast to the majority of other jurisdictions across the

country, where the federal grant covers at least 80% of total Head Start costs.
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* Montgomery County’s Head Start program is expensive, Montgomery County’s
Head Start program is currently structured to serve 1,693 preschool children, at a per
pupil cost of approximately $8,600. MCPS has expressed an interest in providing a
preschool instructional program for an additional 1,000 four-year olds in FY 04; at the
current Head Start price, this would require a funding increase of more than $8 million.

¢ New federal regulations will make Head Start even more expensive next year.
New federal Head Start regulations require passenger restraints for Head Start students
and a bus monitor {or other trained adult) to be on board all buses that transpart Head
Start students. As a Head Start grant recipient, Montgomery County must comply with
these new regulations no later than January 2004. MCPS’ preliminary estimates are
that it will cost at least $2 million for the County to comply with the new Head Start

transportation regulations.

» This is the final year of the Extended Elementary Education Program (EEEP),
Started in 1979, EEEP is the State of Maryland’s pre-kindergarten program for four
year olds who are at risk of failing in school. EEEP currently serves 660 four-year olds
in Montgomery County. Although the EEEP program itself is being terminated, MCPS
staff expect that the $1.2 million that the County is receiving this year from the State
for EEEP will be incorporated into the total amount of financial support from the State.

The rest of this cover memo is organized into the following four summary sections:

Part A, Montgomery County Head Start (begins on page 3) summarizes the operations
and costs of the County’s Head Start program. Head Start is often described as a
“comprehensive child development program” because it provides a package of parent
involvement activities, health services, and other family support services in additional to
the instructional activities associated with a typical preschool program,

Part B, Comparative Information (begins on pages 9) contains observations on how
Montgomery County’s Head Start program compates to other Head Start programs across
the country.

Part C, The Extended Elementary Education Program (begins on page 10) provides a
summary of EEEP, the State’s pre-kindergarten program for four-year olds who are at risk
of failing in school. Compared to Head Start, the EEEP program focuses more narrowly

on instructional services.

Part D, The Research (begins on page 12) summarizes the research evidence about what
works to promote school readiness. The research suggests that many types of preschool
programs and child care settings work to produce cognitive and social competence in the
short term. Despite Head Start’s 35 year history, no reliable research studies have been
conducted to determine the impact of Head Start.

The packet’s attachments (listed on page 13) contain more detailed information and related
material.

OLO Memorandum Report 2002-5 2



Next Steps

Earlier this week, Dr. Weast, MCPS Superintendent., publicly announced his plans to
propose a new County preschoo! program “Fast Start”, to begin in the fall of 2003. OLO’s
understanding is that “Fast Start” would replace the current Head Start and EEEP
programs, and be open to four-year olds who qualify for free and reduced priced meals.
“Fast Start” would be funded only with State and County resources.

The Council’s Education and Health and Human Services Committees are scheduled to
hold a follow-up worksession on Thursday, October 24. OLO recommends the Council
use this worksession to:

e Hear directly from MCPS about the Superintendent’s FY 04 preschool initiative;
and

o Identify the issues that the Council wants OLO to address in Phase II of our work
on Head Start.

A. MONTGOMERY COUNTY’S HEAD START PROGRAM

This section summarizes Montgomery County’s Head Start program. A more detailed
version is attached, beginning at ©1.

The federal government launched Head Start in the mid-1960’s as part of the nation’s War
on Poverty. Often described as a “comprehensive child development program,” Head Start

offers a package of educational and social services to low income families with preschool
children.

Both the County Government and MCPS are involved in the administration of Head Start.
The Community Action Agency is the official “grantee” that receives federal Head Start
funds, while MCPS is the primary “delegate agency” that operates much of the program.
FY 03 Total Program Costs and Sources of Funding
Head Start in Montgomery County is funded through a combination of federal, state, and
County funds. The total cost of Montgomery County’s Head Start program is
approximately $14.6 million, of which:

o  $9.7 million (67%) is County-funded;

e $4.6 million (31%) is federally-funded; and

¢ $0.2 million (2%) is State funded.
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This year, Montgomery County’s federal Head Start grant totals $4.1 million.'! The
County Government keeps about 25% of the federal Head Start grant and passes the other
75% on to MCPS,

¢ MCPS uses its $3 million share of the federal Head Start grant to defray some of
the salary and benefit costs of teachers, instructional assistants, and other staff (e.g.,
psychologists, family service workers) who directly serve the federally-eligible
Head Start students.

¢ The County Government uses its $1.1 million share of the federal Head Start grant
to pay for: School Health Services staff (i.e., nurses, health technicians, and dental
hygienists) who work directly with Head Start students; the contracts that the
County holds with child care centers for the Community Based Head Start,
Expansion Head Start, and wraparound child care pilot programs; and for some
overall grant administration/management.

More details on where the money for Head Start comes from and how it is spent begins
found at © 23.

Eligibility Requirements and Program Capacity

For the current (2002-2003) school year, the County’s Head Start program is funded to
provide educational and other services to 1,693 three and four-year olds and their families.
Specifically, this includes funding for:

e 831 three and four-year olds, who meet the federal government’s income eligibility
requirements; and

» 862 four-year olds, who meet higher income eligibility requirements established by
the County.

Federal Head Start regulations require that a minimum of 10% of enrollment opportunities
be made available to children with disabilities.

Recruitment and Enrollment

Head Start’s primary recruitment effort takes place in the spring. With the movement of
children into and out of the program, actual enrollment throughout the year generally
remains within 50 slots of full capacity. Children from lower income families consistently
receive enrollment priority in Head Start. MCPS staff report that four-year old children
who meet the federal Head Start income requirements are always placed.

The Head Start office maintains a “placement” list of additional children who meet the
eligibility requirements for Head Start; this list is used to fill classes as vacancies occur
during the year. As of mid-October 2002, there are approximately 300 four-year old
children on MCPS’ placement list for Head Start.

! The other federal funds ($0.5 million) are almost all for free/reduced priced meals for Head Start children,
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Structure and Components of the Head Start Program

This year’s 1,693 Head Start program slots are allocated among 100 classes:

e 06 Head Start classes are located in MCPS schools; and
¢ Four Head Start classes are located in private/non-profit child care centers.

The Head Start classes offered in MCPS schools are known collectively as “School-based
Head Start.” These 96 classes along with the associated package of health and other social
services provided to Head Start children and their families represent the core of what Head
Start is in Montgomery County.

The four Head Start classes located in child care centers are considered part of a pilot
project to provide Head Start within the context of full-day/year-round child care services.
The impetus for these pilot sites was the federal welfare to work initiative. Two of the
classes offered in private/non-profit child care centers are known as “Community Based
Head Start” and two are known as “Expansion Head Start.”

The Curriculum

The Head Start curriculum is designed to engage children in activities that develop their
social, intellectual, emotional, linguistic, and physical development. Head Start classroom
activities include opportunities for children to:

Solve probiems;

Take part in dramatic play;

Dance, sing and make music;

Work puzzles and build with blocks;

Learn to share and cooperate;

Enjoy field trips and multicultural activities,

Talk, listen and converse together;

Enjoy listening to and dramatizing stories;
Develop small and large muscles;

Paint, draw and create;

Explore science material;

Measure, count, and classify;

Recognize names, colors, shapes,
numbers, and letters;

Location, Class Size, and Length of Class

For the current school year, the 96 school-based Head Start classrooms are in 57
elementary schools, one high school, and the McKenney Hills Center. The maximum class
size for school-based Head Start classes ranges from 12 to 20 children, depending on the
age and special needs of the children enrolled, and the number of classes taught by the
teacher. The length of Head Start classes varies from 2.5 hours to 6 hours:

* 61 classes are three hours and 15 minutes in length. These classes are
predominantly federally-eligible children in morning Head Start classes.

e 30 classes are two hours and 30 minutes in length. These classes are limited to
four-year cld children who meet County not federal eligibility requirements.

e Four of the Head Start classes are four hours in length, These are primarily smaller
classes for children with special needs.

e One Head Start class in six hours in length. This is the single classroom (located at
Maryvale ES) for children who are living in a homeless shelter.
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Food and Nutrition Services

The federal Head Start Performance Standards require that children in a part-day program
must receive meals and snacks that provide at least 1/3 of the child’s daily nutritional
needs. Family-style lunches are served daily in all Head Start classes. Head Start students
attending classes located in the MCPS schools that serve a free breakfast to all students
also receive breakfast.

Staffing

All 96 of the school-based Head Start classes are staffed by one certified MCPS teacher
and one MCPS instructional assistant (1A). All teachers have Bachelors’ or Masters’
degrees and have Maryland State Department of Education Early Childhood Education
certification. A majority of the IAs are current or former Head Start parents.

Head Start students are also taught by MCPS Physical Education, Music, and Art teachers
for 20 minutes each a week (10 FTEs in FY 03). MCPS psychologists (4.2 FTEs in FY
03) and speech pathologists (9.4 FTEs in FY 03) are also assigned to meet the needs of
Head Start children.

Health services

Health services are an integral part of the Head Start program, Staffing for the health
services component of Head Start is provided by the Department of Health and Human
Services’ School Health Services Division. The Head Start classrooms are served by a
combination of health specialists, nurses, health technicians, dental hygienists, and an
outreach eligibility worker.

Five full-time nurses and three dental hygienists are assigned to Head Start. The school
nurses and health room technicians assigned to all MCPS schools also provide health-
related services to Head Start children. Specific health services activities for Head Start
children and their families include:

Health screenings and appraisals;

General health education;

Medical, dental, and nursing consultations;

Referrals for remediation of specific health problems; and

Assistance with enrolling in a plan to receive ongoing health care, i.e., helping the
family secure a “medical home.”

Parent involvement

Parent involvement has consistently been a key component of the Head Start program and
is required explicitly by the federal Head Start Performance Standards. The concept is that
children gain more from the instructional program when their parents are involved. In
addition, parent involvement demonstrates to children that their parent believes learning is
important and provides parents an early opportunity to learn about the school system.
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The Family Service Workers (whose responsibilities are more fully described below) plan
and conduct many of Head Start’s parent involvement activities, which include:

Working in the classroom as volunteer;

Helping at home to reinforce what children learn in school;

Participating in the Head Start Policy Council; and

Attending training/education programs (e.g., nutrition, healthy life style choices,
computer training) designed specifically for parents of Head Start students.

Other Family Support Services

Since its inception, one of the signature elements of Head Start has been the package of
support services provided to the families of Head Start students. The federal Head Start
Performance Standards explicitly require that family support services be provided.

Much of this work in Montgomery County is accomplished by a team (23 FTEs) of social
workers and Family Service Workers who are MCPS employees. Almost all FSWs are
former Head Start parents.

FSWs are assigned to work with Head Start families (by school) to determine each
family’s overall strengths and needs. At any given time, each FSW is actively working
with 40-50 Head Start families. Depending upon the unique needs of cach family, the
FSWs and other Head Start staff link parents to the appropriate support services in the
community. Head Start staff help families identify and obtain services such as: child
care/child support; clothing and food; training/educational opportunities; health care;
housing; literacy/ESOL/GED/library services; and shelter/protective services.

Transportation

MCPS provides school bus transportation services to and from school for many of the
children enrolled in school-based Head Start. Some of the Head Start students do not need
school bus transportation, either because they are in walking distance of the schools they
attend or because their parents have chosen to transport their child to school.

A new federal regulation governing the transportation of Head Start children will require
MCPS to make substantial changes to how Head Start children are transported. Beginning
in January 2004, Head Start children must be seated in height and weight appropriate child
restraint systems; in addition, there must be a bus monitor or other trained adult on the bus
at all times. For more on the legislative background and potential fiscal impact of this new
requirement, see © 109.

Wraparound child care services

A subset of the children who attend school-based Head Start participate in a program that
also provides before and after school childcare in a licensed child care center at no cost to
the parents. Federal Head Start encouraged local grantees to provide wraparound services
as part of the federal government’s welfare to work initiative, and as such, has provided
funds to support this effort.
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The Head Start grant portion to the County for this wraparound service for the current
school year is $187,255. This amount was based upon an assumption of service to 36
children from 11 Head Start elementary schoot sites.

Community Based Head Start

For each of the past five program years, a total of 30 Head Start slots have been available
at two child care centers: the Silver Spring YMCA and the Silver Spring Presbyterian
Church. These two Head Start sites, funded through a combination of federal Head Start
funds and child care subsidy funds, operate under contracts to the Community Action
Agency.

While Community Action Agency staff are responsible for all aspects of contract
administration and management, MCPS staff are responsible for the recruitment and
eligibility determination of the students in the Community Based Head Start classrooms.

The major differences between the Community Based Head Start program and school
based Head Start program are that:

o The Community Based Head Start programs operate all day (i.e., 7:00 AM to 6:00
PM)} and year round;

o All participating families must meet the federal Head Start income guoidelines and
be approved to receive a child care subsidy either through the state’s Purchase of
Care program or the County’s Working Parents Assistance program;

e Transportation to the Community Based Head Start program classrooms (located in
child care centers) is the responsibility of the parents; and

o The classroom staff of the Community Based Head Start program are employees of
the child care center and not MCPS.

Expansion Head Start

Beginning last month, {September 2002), another Head Start model known as “Expansion
Head Start” began operating in the County. Expansion Head Start is a full day, school-
year program with capacity for 17 federally-eligible Head Start children.

The single Expansion Head Start site in operation is located in the Peppertree Child Care
Center in Germantown. The Community Action Agency is currently seeking a second
contractor to provide a similar package of services to an additional 17 children.

The most unique aspect of Expansion Head Start is that program staffing is being provided
jointly by employees of the child care center and MCPS. Specifically, during the school
year, one MCPS teacher (.6 FTE) and one MCPS Instructional Assistant (.5 FTE) are
providing classroom instruction for 3 hours and 15 minutes, each morning Monday
through Friday. For the rest of the time, staff members are employees of the Peppertree

Child Care Center.
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B. COMPARATIVE INFORMATION

Head Start programs across the country vary significantly, both in terms of basic structure
and the range of services provided. As a result, it is difficult to describe the characteristics
of a prototypical Head Start program and difficult to make definitive findings about how
Montgomery County’s Head Start compares to other places.

However, using information from a 1998 General Accounting Office report and some
program characteristics data compiled by the federal Head Start program office, the
following comparative observations can be offered:

Type of service provider — Over 80% of the Head Start providers across the country are
non-governmental organizations. In contrast, Montgomery County provides Head Start
through a government based community action agency and the local school district.

Program facilities — Head Start centers across the country typically are not located in
school buildings. Most are in religious facilities (21%), private space (21%), or other
government buildings (24%). In Montgomery County, 96% of the classes are in
clementary schools.

Teacher credentials ~ Approximately 75% of the Head Start teachers across the country
have an associate’s degree or a child care certificate. In Montgomery County, 93% of
Montgomery County Head Start teachers have a BA or Masters’ degree in early childhood
or a related field.

Program eligibility - Most Head Start programs across the country only serve children
living in families with incomes below the federal poverty guidelines. In contrast,
Montgomery County is among a minority of programs that serves non-federally eligible
children. Approximately half of the 1,700 children in the County’s Head Start program
meet the higher income guideiines established by the County.

Age of children enrolled — Nationally, Head Start serves a mix of three and four-year
olds; specifically 57% of the children enrolled in Head Start are four-years old, and 43%
are three years or younger. In Montgomery County, 86% of the federally-eligible children
enrolled in the County’s Head Start program are four-year olds and 14% are three-year
olds.

P | s | e | Ty

Dominant ianguage of children enrolled — Nationall v, the 1cmguagt:b of Head Start
children are English (74%), Spanish (22%) and other — Asian and Native American (4%).
For the federally-eligible children enrolled in Montgomery County’s Head Start program,
31% report Spanish as their dominant language and 10% report an Asian language as their
dominant language.

Program length — Since welfare changes were enacted in 1996, the federal Head Start

program has encouraged the provision of full day, full year care. Full day programs are
provided to 39% of Head Start children nationally and 36% of Head Start children
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statew1de In Montgomery County, 4% of the children are enrolled in full day care.
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Coverage of program costs by the federal Head Start grant — Nationally, federal
funding pays for four-fifths of the Head Start program costs. In Montgomery County, the
federal Head Start grant covers less than one-third of total program costs.

For additional data and tables that compare selected County Head Start program
characteristics to state and national program data, see the attachment that begins at ©47.

C. THE EXTENDED ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAM (EEEP)

The Extended Elementary Education Program (EEEP) is a state pre-kindergarten program
for four-year olds who are at risk of failing in school, Started in 1979, EEEP currently
serves approximately 10,000 children in one-third of Maryland’s elementary schools.

The cutrent school year (2002-2003) is the final year that the Maryland State Department
of Education (MSDE) will provide local school districts with funds that are earmarked for
EEEP. Beginning with the 2003-2004 school year, the County will continue to receive a
similar amount of financial support from the State for preschool programs, but the County
will have more discretion over the structure of pre-kindergarten services delivered locally.

Program Characteristics

The Maryland State Depariment of Education monitors the EEEP program. State
regulations require an EEEP site to operate a morning and afternoon session five days a
week for 2.5 hours each day. The maximum enrollment in each EEEP classroom is 20
students. EEEP classrooms are staffed with one State-certified teacher and a full-time
instructional assistant., A second instructional assistant is available to promote and support
parent involvement.

To be eligible for EEEP, a child must be four years old and meet at least one of the
following criteria:

Limited English proficiency;

Homeless;

Prior participation in Head Start or Even Start;
An emergency/health situation; or

Other “at risk” home or family circumstance.

A local school district may give priority for enrollment in EEEP to a child who lives in the
school attendance area (where the EEEP classroom is located), or to a child who faces an
emergency or other special family situation. A copy of the application for EEEP is
attached at © 46.
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The chart_ on the previous page compares the key program characteristics of Head Start and
EEEP. Significant differences are that Head Start includes:

¢ A more extensive program of parent involvement;
ﬁ; team of psychologists and speech pathologists assigned to support Head Start
classes;

¢ An additional level of health-related services provided by a team of nurses, health
technicians, and dental hygienists assigned to the Head Start program; and

e A package of direct family support services provided by social workers and Family
Service Workers,

FY 03 EEEP Budget/Current Program Capacity

The FY 03 MCPS budget for the EEEP program is $1.8 million. $1.2 million (67%) of
this amount comes from the state (MSDE) with the balance of $0.6 million (33%) paid for
by the County.

This year, EEEP is funded to serve 660 children. For the 2002-2003 school year, EEEP
classrooms are located in 17 MCPS schools. All 17 of these schools have Title I programs;
and 16 of the 17 schools also house at least one Head Start class.

D. SUMMARY OF RELEVANT RESEARCH FINDINGS

At the Council’s direction, OLO conducted a research review to determine what models
work to achieve school readiness. The highlights of the research are as follows:

s The quality of maternal care giving is the strongest predictor of a child’s cognitive
competence.

e A wide variety of approaches and settings work to get children ready for school;
this includes half day preschool, full day child care, home/informal care, and one
on one tutoring.

¢ Regardless of whether care is provided by teachers in child care settings, by
relatives or by in-home providers, better training and smaller child staff ratios lead
to better and more interactions between children and adults, which in turn lead to
improvements in children’s cognitive and social competence.

A substantial body of research on child care during past 20 years that has found higher
quality care to be associated with better cognitive, language and social development for
children and lower quality care with poorer outcomes in these areas. One study reported
that children who have traditionally been at risk of not doing well in school are more
affected by the quality of child care experiences than other children.

Locally, 2001-2002 data from the Maryland Model for School Readiness (MMSRl support
the finding that children can show up ready for school from different places. See © 54 for
Montgomery County MMSR data for the 2001-2002 school year.
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In terms of preschool programs, research studies of well implemented programs

consistently document short term benefits in cognitive development and behavior.
Children who attend such programs consistently show higher levels of cognitive
development, early school achievement and motivation compared to children who do not
participate in such programs.

Research studies of a group of so-called “model preschool programs” show long term
benefits as well. A handful of research studies have shown that children who participated

in well-funded, model programs were more likely to graduate from high school, to do
better academically and to achieve a better rate of economic success as adults. These
children were also less likely to be held back, to need special education and to enter the
juvenile justice system.

Research evidence does not exist to show that the benefits shown for small scale programs
extend to large scale, publicly funded programs — such as Head Start or state funded

preschool programs. The evidence of long term benefits is weaker for large scale
programs which also suffer from uneven quality.

e Head Start - In 1997, the federal General Accounting Office reported to Congress
that no large scale evaluation of Head Start with a nationally representative sample
had been conducted. In response to a Congressional mandate to remedy this
oversight, the federal government awarded Westat a $28.3 million evaluation
contract to determine the impact of Head Start on children’s school readiness.
Researchers will collect data on 5,000 to 6,000 preschoolers from 75 programs
across the country and will follow the children through the spring of first grade.
The final report is due in December 2006.

o State funded preschool programs - A meta-analysis (of 13 of 33 state preschool
programs) showed modest support for positive effects on developmental
performance, school performance and attendance and reduction in grade retention.

For additional information on the research, including characteristics of the different
approaches and their associated outcomes, see the attachment that begins at © 58.

List of Attachments Begins at Circle
Overview of the Head Start Program in Montgomery County 1
Comparative Information 47
Maryland Model for School Readiness, Montgomery County Data, 54
2001-2002

An Overview of the Research Literature on Early Childhood 58
Interventions

Summary of the 2001 PRISM Evaluation of Montgomery County’s 106
Head Start Program

Explanation of New Federal Regulations Governing Transportation 109
of Head Start Students
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OVERVIEW OF THE HEAD START PROGRAM IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Started in the mid-1960’s as part of the nation’s War on Poverty, the federal government
designed Head Start to offer a package of educational and social services to low income
families with pre-school children. Because of the range of services provided, Head Start
has been described as a “comprehensive approach” designed to help “communities
overcome the educational and social handicaps of disadvantaged pre-school children
through fostering partnerships with their families.”!

The federal regulations governing Head Start require that in addition to an early
childhood education program, recipients of federal Head Start funds structure a program
that:

e Involves the children’s parents;
Provides health and nutrition services; and

o Connects Head Start families to additional support services that are needed to
address their individual needs, e.g., employment, housing, food, clothing, and
family literacy.

Montgomery County’s Head Start program started in 1965, and is often described as a
“partnership” or “collaboration” among Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS),
the County Government, and other public, private, and non-profit service providers.

The original application to the federal government for Head Start funds was a joint effort
of school and County government staff. The Department of Health and Human Services’
Community Action Agency (CAA) is the “grantee” that receives federal Head Start
funds, while MCPS is the primary “delegate agency” that operates much of the program,
The section that reviews program costs and funding (begins at © 23) contains further
explanation of the respective roles of MCPS and the County Government,

This overview presents information about Montgomery County’s Head Start program as
follows:

A. Eligibility Requirements, Program Capacity, Outreach, and Enrollment -
provides background information on the eligibility requirements for participating
in Montgomery County’s Head Start program, provides information on the
current (FY 03) capacity of the County’s Head Start program, and briefly
describes the recrnitment and enrollment process.

B. Demographic Characteristics — provides basic demographic data (e.g., age,
race/ethnicity, primary language spoken, household income) on the children
enrolled in the County’s Head Start program. Data for this section reflect children
enrolled as of February 2002.

' Source; Community Action Agency, “Description of Community Partnerships and Head Start in
Montgomery County.”
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C. Structure of the Head Start Program - describes the structure of the Head Start
program in the County in terms of’ class location, class size, staffing, hours of
instruction, food and nutrition services, health services, parent involvement, other
family support services, transportation, and wraparound child care services.
Section C provides information on both the school-based and non-school-based
Head Start classes.

D. Costs and Sources of Funding — describes the roles and responsibilities of the
agencies involved with the administration of Head Start, and reviews the costs
and sources of funding for Montgomery County’s Head Start program. Section D
includes the identification of budgeted program costs and additional program
nooto thot aen wad s deatad gl Py Aonta ~FWAMDQ
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and the County Government,

A. Eligibility Requirements, Program Capacity, Outreach, and Enrollment
Eligibility Requirements

To participate in Montgomery County Head Start, families must live in Montgomery
County? and either:

o Meet federally-established income guidelines and have a three or four-year old
child; or
¢ Meet County-established income guidelines and have a four-year old child.

If the child is not a naturalized citizen, then he/she must be cleared by MCPS’
International Student Office. The age of the child is determined by how old he/she is by
November 30 of the school year. Consistent with the changes planned for Kindergarten
eligibility in Maryland, the age cutoff for Head Start will change to October 30 in the
2003-2004 school year, and to September 1 in the 2004-2005 and all future school years.

The federal Head Start regulations permit up to 10 percent of the children to be from
families who do not meet the low-income criteria, but who have “special needs”. In
addition, the federal Head Start regulations require that a minimum of 10% of enrollment
opportunities be made available to children with disabilities.

2 If the child was born outside of the United States, then he/she also must he cleared by the MCPS
International Student office before being enrolled.
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Table 1 (© 4) summarizes the maximum income guidelines by family size that apply to
enroliment in Montgomery County Head Start. The federal Department of Health and
Human Services establishes the federal income guidelines and MCPS establishes the
County income guidelines. Federal Head Start funds can only be used to support the
program provided to children who meet the federal income guidelines, children who are
disabled, or children who are characterized by “special needs.”

For comparison, Table 2 (© 4) shows the current income eligibility guidelines for free or
reduced priced meals (FARMS). The data show that FARMS eligibility limits are:

¢ Higher than the federally-established Head Start income guidelines for all family
sizes;

e Lower than the County-established Head Start income guidelines for households
of one, two, and three persons; and

¢ Higher than the County-established Head Start income guidelines for households
of four or more persons.

Head Start Program Capacity

For the 2002-2003 school year, the Head Start program in the County has the capacity to
provide educational and other services to 1,693 three and four-year olds and their
families. For the current school year, Head Start is funded to serve:

o 831 three and four-year olds, who meet the federal government’s income
eligibility requirements; and

e 862 four-year olds, who meet higher income eligibility requirements established
by the County.’

More details about the number of classrooms and the rules governing class size
maximums begin at © 12,

Recruitment and Enrollment

Head Start’s primary outreach and recruitment effort takes place in the spring of each
year, with the target of enrolling eligible children in classes that begin in September.
Recruitment activities, which involve both MCPS and County Government (primarily
Department of Health and Human Services) staff, are designed to identify families whose
children are eligible for either Head Start and/or EEEP (Extended Elementary Education
Program) and 10 encourage them 1o apply.

3 There are an additional 30 four-year olds who attend Head Start classes at New Hampshire Estates ES and
for whom there are no income eligibility requirements; MCPS funds one PreK teacher and one Instructional
Assistant at New Hampshire Estates outside of the Head Start program budget.

OLO Memorandum Report 2002-5 @



TABLE 1
HEAD START: MAXIMUM INCOME GUIDELINES FOR 2002-2003 SCHOOL YEAR

‘__—_-—_ 1( Maximum Famjly Income for Head S art?l

Family Size | Federallv-ehszlhle | (‘nuntv-ﬂmniﬂp 1 Snggla!Eagig**; )
I | children* |  children** |

| [ $8,860 ! $21,456 | $25913

} 2 | $11,940 | $245536 | $30,533

T 3 T $15,020 271616 | 835,153
| 4 I ”"“”é”i'é""i”bﬁ”’"' 830,696 T 839,773
J s [ s21,080 | Us33776 [ 844,393

N 6 [ s24260 ;"""'""'”st,v,u T '%4,,,,13
A A R 7 K VT M| $39,936 | $53,633
T8 T T T e300 T T s 016 T T T Ss805s
A 9 | $33,500 | $46,096 ! $63,873

g 10 l $36,580 | $49,176 | $67,493

0 AR o st v
*The federal Department of Health and Human Services establishes this guideline, which represents the
“poverty” level, The amounts set by the federal government are uniform throughout the country and
revised annually,

**The MCPS Head Start office establishes this guideline, which for the current year is the poverty level
plus $12,596 for each level of family size. At © 35 is a copy of the more detailed breakdown used by the
Head Start office to classify families according to their income. In practice, this more detailed
classification structure is used to give priority placement to children from families with lower incomes.

***The MCPS Head Start office also establishes this guideline, which for the current year is calculated as
the poverty level plus $8,415 plus 50% for each level of family size.

TABLE 2
INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE OR REDUCED PRICE MEALS (FARMS)
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2002—JUNE 30, 2003

A2t R 1 s,

Household sze Annual Ineome o
I $16,391 J
$22,089 ;

S HEedlh “i{
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D T B Fa Y.
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i bél o/ o
1. $33485
i $39,183
|
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1
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l

844,881
$50,579
856277
$61,975
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$67,673
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A summary description of this year’s Head Start recruitment efforts, prepared by MCPS
staff, is attached at © 36. For more on EEEP see cover memo to this packet.

Due to the transient nature of the population served by Head Start, there is routine
movement of children into and out of Head Start classes throughout the school year. Asa
result, program recruitment and enrollment is an ongoing process throughout the school
year. According to staff, the enrollment process also provides the opportunity for
families to learn about child care subsidy programs, health services, and related support
services that are available.

According to Head Start staff, most school-based Head Start classes are fully enrolled by
October of each school year. With the movement of children into and out of the program,
actual enroltment throughout the year generally remains within 50 slots of full capacity.’

Under MCPS’ current enroliment practices, children from lower income families
consistently receive enrollment priority in Head Start. Four-year old children who meet
the federal Head Start income requirements are always placed. If the Head Start classes
at a child’s home school site are filled, then Head Start staff works with MCPS
transportation staff to identify other Head Start sites in the cluster that these students can
be bused to. The number of three-year old children who are placed (including those from
families that meet the federal income eligibility requirements) is limited by the relatively
small number of classes that are staffed to include three-year olds.

Children who meet the County income requirements are placed as soon as possible, with
lower income families receiving priority. The most common problem is that a child’s
home school Head Start class is full, even though there are slots available in classes
located in other parts of the County. In some cases, it works to place these children in an
Extended Elementary Education Program (EEEP) class in lieu of a Head Start class.

The Head Start office maintains a “placement” list of additional children who meet the
eligibility requirements for either Head Start and/or EEEP. This list is used to fill classes
as vacancies occur during the year. As of mid-October 2002, there are approximately
300 four-year old children on MCPS’ placement list for Head Start. All of these children
come from families with incomes above the federal guidelines, but below the County’s
maximum income guidelines for the program.

* During their five years of operation, enrollment in the two Community Based Head Start classrooms
(total capacity for 30 children) has been more unpredictable, with enrollment consistently running under
capacity. See © 21 for more discusgion on this issue.
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B. Demographic Characteristics of Enrolled Head Start Students and their Families

The tablf:g that begin on © 7 summarize the demographic characteristics of the children
and families participating in Montgomery County Head Start. The total number of
responses for County-eligible children varies based upon the data available in MCPS®
records.

Table 3 and 4 (© 7) list the number/percent of Head Start families by household income
and the employment status of the federally-eligible vs. County eligible families. In sum:

¢ 50% of Head Start children live in families with household incomes of less than
$18,000, and 92% live in families with household incomes of less than $30,410,

FANDSY s -~ g L
{49%) of the children fr from families who meet the fe wuerai—mbomc
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ousehold working full time with an additional 8% working part-time.

23

head of

Table 5 (© &) shows the age of children enrolled in Head Start and Table 6 (© 8)
provides data on their race/ethnicity, with a breakdown of the children who meet the

federal- 1ncomt;—_gt;;delxnes vs. those w'}'l-o-;r;e;t 't;l'ce-éouiltv;-lggo;;-g‘l‘;dehnes Table 7
(© 8) provides data on the dominant language of Head Start students, and Table 8 (© 9)

summarizes data on the race/ethnicity of all MCPS students. The data show that:

e The County’s Head Start program predominantly serves four-year olds, with
fewer than 100 of the more than 1,600 children enrolled being three years old.

¢ 82% of all Head Start students are either African American or Hispanic. This
percent is more than double the 37% percent of African American and Hispanic
students represented in MCPS as a whole;

¢ Compared to the cohort of Head Start children who come from families that meet
the federal-income guidelines, the cohort of Head Start children who meet the
somewhat higher County-established income includes a lower percent of African
American children (33% vs.44%), and a higher percent of Hispanic/Latino
children (50% vs. 37%).

e The data on dominant language parallel the above finding, with Spanish reported
as the dominant language of 35% of the federally-eligible children, and 45% of
the County-eligible children.

During the 2001-2002 school year, Head Start enrolled a total of 127 children that had a
professionally diagnosed disability. Program records indicate that 93% (118) of these
children were diagnosed with a speech/language impairment (Table 9, © 9).
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TABLE 3
INCOME OF HEAD START HOUSEHOLDS

: Income of Head i Number of Chlldren E Cumulative Percent of Total
-| Start Households* g ;
[$0-52,999 T sy T T T T T ey T
{ $3,000 - $5,999 110 T 7%
[ $6,000 - $8,999 | T 20%
;!$9,000 $11,999 | 137 ” P 30%
-\ $1:3j" 000-$14,999 B T T R/ T 7S
© $15,000 - $18,000 : 113 ; 50%
| Maximum income level establlshed by federal Head Start Program** Eg
. $18000-821,714 1 26 f . 87% )
(1821,715-923,542 1 94 ! G I
$23543-826201 | el | 86%
%26202-830410 [ 132 [ 0%
“¥$30411 $43322 | 51 i 100%
| $43,323 -$62,816 ;A 2 { 100%

Source Combmatmn of 2001 2002 Program Infmmatlon Report (PIR) Data and MCPS Database ﬁ'om February 2002
*Based on 2000-2001 federal Head Start income guidelines.

TABLE 4
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Head of Household r Federally Ehglhle Children* - i County Eligible Children ":

o

;Employment Status ™ Number of Percent | Number of Percent
o oonw.. | Children | | Chidren |
TFull Elme - R 402 [ 49% i 444 | 8%

{[ Part Time or “Seasonal | 187 T 23% 2 | %
{Uﬂemployed 27 | 28% | 38 | 7%
| T Total | . 816 . | 100% | 524 . [ 100% - -

Source: Combination of 2001~ 2002 Program Information Report (PIR) Data and MCPS Database from February 2002,
*Defined as children in households with income below maximum amounts established by Federal Head Start Program,
**Defined as children in households above federal and below County established income guidelines.
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TABLE 5

AGE OF HEAD START STUDENTS

Age of Head Federally Ehglble County Ellglble ; Total
J Start Students Children Children !
' Number of |  Number of | Number of
f wChildren Percent 1 Chlldren Percent : Chl]dren Percent
 4YearsOld [ 750 [ 92% [9e% 154 [ 9ay
: 3 Years Old | 66 | 8% 34 | 4% 100 | 6%
{ ol | 816 [ 100% 85 | 100% | 1,641 | 100%

Source: Coznbmauon of 2001 2002 Program Information Report (PIR) and MCPS Database from February 2002,

TABLE 6
ETHNICITY OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY HEAD START STUDENTS

N Ethmcity of Federally Elngnble ’ County Ehglble ‘; Total
-| Head Start . Children ! . Children |
.| Students | Number of : Number of : Numbor of |
L ... Chidren | Percent | Children | Percent | Children | Percent
| Black or African 358 | 44% 276 34% || 634 39%
,@ American ! ‘
.| Hispanic or 298 37% 411 50% ; 709 43%
'{ Latino | | .
"1 Asian | 81 | 10% | 85 | 10% 166 | 10%
. White | 76 | 9% | 52 | 6% | 128 | 8%
[ American Indian 3 - 1 - 4 -
ﬂ and Other o d
e, Total ol 816 [ 100% 825 [ 100% | 1,641 100% |

Source: Combination of 2001- 2002 Program Informatlon Report (PIR) and MCPS Database from February 2002.

TABLE 7
DOMINANT LANGUAGE OF HEAD START STUDENTS

Dominant Language of || -Federally Eligible Children County Ehglble Chlldren f
Head Start Students r Nuhrrrnl)nernof ‘. Pe;éeﬁi ] Number of | Percent ~
oo oo ol Childeen q | Children |
|Bnglish [ 47 [ s% [ 330 | 40% |
| Spanish .. 287 [ 3% [ 370 L 45% |
| Asian Languages . 8t 1. 10% [ 68 gy |
American Indianand | 21 3% j 47 j 6% ;
Other o ) . j

T T el | 816 100% 815 [ 100% |

Source Combination of 2001- 2002 Program Infonnatlon Report (PIR) and MCPS Database from February 2002,
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TABLE 8
COMPARISON OF ETHNIC BACKGROUND -~ PUBLIC SCHOOLS TO HEAD START

| Ethnicity t V MCPS 2002 i MCPS Head Start 2002*
if Comparison i Number of Percent " Numberof |  Percent
! | Children ~ Children

" White | 66,960 | 49% 128 [ 8%

" Black or African 28,697 O 21% 634 | 39%
] American } |

i Hispanic or Latino | 21,864 | 16% 709 i 43%
|| Asian 17,763 [ 13% ; 166 i 10%
+[ American Indian and J 1,366 1% | 4 -

¢| Other i

0 TORL 136650 1 100% 0 64l [ 100%

Source: Combination of 2001- 2002 Program Information Report (PIR) and MCPS Database ﬁom F ebruary 2002.
*Federal and County Eligible Head Start Students.

TABLE 9
DISABILITIES AMONG HEAD START CHILDREN

( Dlsabllltles . jf L Number of Chlldren . Percemt
i * Speech of Language 118 § 93%
> Impairment ' )
3 Non-categorical/ 8 % 6%

/1 developmental delay i

.| Orthopedic | 1 ) o 1%
,f ' Impairment |
o, Total 127 L _100%

Source: Combination of 2001- 2002 Program Infonnauon Report (PIR) and MCPS Database fromn February 2002.
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C. Structure and Components of the Head Start Program

For the current (2002-2003) school vear, the 1,693° Head Start program slots are
allocated among 100 Head Start classrooms. Of these classes:

96 Head Start classes are located in MCPS schools; and
e Four Head Start classes are located in private/non-profit child care centers.’
The Head Start classes offered in MCPS schools are known collectively as “School-based
Head Start.” These 96 classes along with the associated package of health and other
social services provided to Head Start children and their families represent the core of
what Head Start is in Montgomery County.

The four Head Start classes located in child care centers are considered part of a pilot
project to provide Head Start within the context of full-day/year-round child care
services. The impetus for these pilot sites was the federal welfare to work initiative.
Two of the classes offered in private/non-profit child care centers are known as
“Community Based Head Start” and two are known as “Expansion Head Start.”

The Head Start Classroom Curriculum. The Head Start curriculum, which complies
with the federal Head Start Performance Standards, is the same at both school-based and
non-school-based sites.” It is designed to engage children in activities that develop their
social, intellectual, emotional, linguistic, and physical development. A description of the
Head Start program (prepared by MCPS) explains that classroom activities include
opportunities for children to:

Talk, listen and converse together;

Enjoy listening to and dramatizing stories;
Develop small and large muscles;

Paint, draw and create;

Explore science material;

Measure, count, and classify,

Recognize names, colors, shapes,

wrvramale s need Toaddbaon.
LIVIIIUCL D, AliU IWLLCL DS,

Solve problems;

Take part in dramatic play;

Dance, sing and make music;

Work puzzles and build with blocks;

Learn to share and cooperate;

Enjoy field trips and multicultural activities.®

* This 1,693 number includes: §31 slots for federally-eligible children and 862 slots for County-eligible
children; it excludes the 30 slots for children from the community for the PreK/Head Start classes at New
Hampshire Estates,

% The Head Start classrooms located in child care centers operate under contract to the Community Action
Agency (CAA). As of mid-October 2002, three of the four Head Start classrooms located in child care
information on this process,

7 Although it is not required under federal Head Start regulations, the Directors of the child care centers that
house the two Community Based Head Start sites chose to use the same curriculum as MCPS uses in its
school-based Head Start classrooms.

® Source: Head Start brochure prepared by Office of Instruction and Program Development, Division of
Early Childhood Services, Head Start Unit, MCPS, See © 38.
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The rest of this section further describes the school-based and non-school-based Head
Start classes in terms of the following parameters;

Health services;

Parent involvement;

Other family support services;
Transportation; and
Wraparound child care.

Class location;

Class size;

Staffing;

Food and nutrition services;
Number of hours of Head Start
instruction;

VVVVYY
YV VVY

It also provides information on the summer Head Start program and the PreK program at
New Hampshire Estates ES.

SCHOOL-BASED HEAD START

4. Location

For the current school year, the 96 school-based Head Start classrooms are in 57
elementary schools, one high school, and the McKenney Hills Center.” Table 10 (© 14)
lists the schools according to the number of Head Start classes housed in the school:

e 28 schools house a single Head Start class;
e 28 schools house two Head Start classes; and
o Three schools house three or more Head Start classes.

b. Class Size

The maximum class size for school-based Head Start classes ranges from 12 to 20
children, depending on the age and special needs of the children enrolled, and the number
of classes taught by the teacher. Specifically:

¢ The maximum class size is 20 for a class of four-years olds taught by a teacher
who teaches a single Head Start class per day;

o The maximum class size is 17 for a class of four-year olds taught by a teacher
who teaches one Head Start class in the morning and a second Head Start class in
the afternoon;

¢ The maximum class size is 15 for a combination Head Start class of three and
four-year olds;

The maximum class size is 14 for a Head Start class of three-year olds;
The maximum class size is 12 for a four hour Head Start class of special needs
children.'

® 17 of the elementary school that offer Head Start also offer an EEEP class in 2002-3,
' These class size guidelines are a combination of federal Head Start Performance Standards and MCPS

policy.

OLO Memorandum Report 2002-5 @



For the current school year, seven of the 96 school-based Head Start classes serve three-
year olds, ten serve a mixed-age group of three and four-year olds; the remaining 79
classes serve only four-year olds,

c. Staffing

All 96 of the school-based Head Start classes are staffed by certified MCPS teachers and
MCPS instructional assistants. All teachers have Bachelors’ or Masters’ degrees and
have Maryland State Department of Education Early Childhood Education certification.
A majority of the instructional assistants are current or former Head Start parents.

In total, MCPS allocated 55.8 FTEs of MCPS teacher time and 56.8 FTEs of instructional
assistant time to the school-based Head Start classrooms. An additional part-time MCPS
teacher and instructional assistant teach the Head Start curriculum in the Expansion Head
Start classroom. (The County is working to identify a second Expansion Head Start site.)

In addition to the primary classroom teachers and instruction assistants, Head Start
students are taught by teacher “specialists” (Physical Education, Music, and Art teachers
for 20 minutes each week) assigned to the respective elementary schools that house Head
Start classes. MCPS estimates that the time of the PE, Music, and Art teacher specialists
totals 10 FTEs.

In addition, MCPS psychologists and speech pathologists and related service staff are
available to meet the special needs of all children enrolled in Head Start classes.
Psychologists (4.2 FTEs in FY 03) provide mental health consultations for Head Start
families and staff. They provide guidance to the teachers and help develop behavior
management support plans for individual children. The psychologists also staff the “Tot
Line” which responds to telephone questions placed by Head Start family members.

Speech pathologists (9.4 FTEs in FY 03) are also assigned to meet the needs of Head
Start children. In addition to providing direct service to children with Individual

Fdnratinn Planc (TREP ﬂqn onaanh nathnlamote alan nrnvida caneral onimnnet 0 the
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teachers and at times teach special classroom lessons.

d. Hours of Head Start Instruction

The 96 school-based Head Start classes follow the MCPS calendar. Table 11 (© 15)
summarizes the hours of Head Start instruction for the 2002-2003 school year, which
varies from 2.5 hours to 6 hours:'’

e &1 pglasgec ara thrae hours and 15 minutes in length, These clasees are

LT E4 05 [ [ 4 e’ ARSRALSIVWS Qi1 AwEApmha

predommantly federally-eligible children in morning Head Start classes.

I Federal Head Start regulations require that the length of the Head Start program be, at minimum, three
and one half hours every school day. As a result of the 2001 federal evaluation of Montgomery Couaty's
Head Start program, the County reached a compromise on classroom instructional hours with the federal
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Region IT1.

Specnﬁca]]y, chﬂdren who meet the federal income guidelines now attend Head Start classes that are three

hours aind 15 minutes luu5 Thc Hmea d;ffcnuucs ig madn up l“r the lnunﬂ\ APM(‘DQ’ ur-hnn] year, w]'nnh

results in the total number of instructional hours meeting federal Head Start requirements.
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e 30 classes are two hours and 30 minutes in length. These classes are limited to
four-year old children who meet County not federal eligibility requirements.

e 4 of the Head Start classes are four hours in length. These are primarily smaller
classes for children with special needs.

¢ One Head Start class in six hours in length. This is the single classroom (located
at Maryvale ES) for children who are living in a homeless shelter.
e, Foodand N
The federal Head Start Performance Standards require that children in a part-day program
must receive meals and snacks that provide at least 1/3 of the child’s daily nutritional

noada  Thildsan in Mill_dav nracramo mnot ransivs maale and enanl-c that nravide nned.
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half to 2/3 of their daily nutritional needs.

Famin~style lunches are served daily in all Head Start classes. Head Start students

svAdineg alasons lanntad in tha MDA arhnnle that gomsa o fon heanl-Fact tn all atndenta
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also receive breakfast.'”

The Head Start program funds meals for the Instructional Assistants to sit and eat lunch

with tha rhildran Rannnca almact all Aftha nhildean martininating in Haad Qtart mmast ths
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income eligibility requirements established by the National School Lunch Act, all but a
small percent of the children’s lunch costs are paid for through MCPS’ free or reduced
price meal (FARMS) program. (The FARMS program receives a combination of federal

ol Qéntas Ao divme
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According to Head Start staff, there are some situations where there is either an
inoonsistency in the income reported by a family (between their application to Head Start

nwmAd numenlennddoce 4t DADRACQ i vseniaen P P, [P PRI JEgPUNL) P PR P SR

dalid appllbﬂl.iUll W LG I AAIIYID plusuuu) ora uc:lay i a jcuuu_y o ClPP.lylllB aﬁu UUll.lB
accepted to participate in the FARMS program. In such cases, the Head Start program
budget will generally pick up the cost of the child’s lunch until the details of the child’s

FARMS participation is worked out.

In addition to providing lunch, the Head Start curriculum includes instruction on food
groups and what it means to eat balanced, nutritional meals. Cooking and tasting
activities provide children with the opportunity to establish good eating habits and try

At £
ULLICTCILL 1OOUS.

2 There are 14 MCPS schools that provide breakfast to all students; 11 of these 14 sites house at least one
Head Start class,
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TABLE 10
HEAD START CLASSES LOCATED IN MCPS SCHOOLS
2002-2003 SCHOOL YEAR

B TV L

- | Number of - h
‘| Head grart Name of School Total
Classes
Classes
.| One Head 1. Brown Station ES 1 15. Poolesville ES
*| Start class 1 2. Clearspring ES : 16. Ride ES 28 classes
3. Clopper Mill ES + 17. Rock Creek Valley ES
4. Daly ES + 18. Rock View ES
5. Fairland ES | 19. Rockwell ES
6. Fields Road ES . 20. Rosemont ES
7. Galway ES ? 21. Sequoyah ES
g 8. Georgian Forest ES § 22. Seneca Valley HS
i 11 9. Glenallen ES i1 23. South Lake ES
; '| 10. Highland View ES i 24. Stedwick ES
! | 11, Kemp Mill ES | 25. Takoma Park ES
f 1 12. McAuliffe ES | 26. Watkins Mill ES
i | 13, McNair ES /| 27. Wheaton Woods ES
| 14 Mill Creek Towne BS | 28. Whetstone ES
Two Head 1. Beall ES 15 Jackson Road ES 56 classes
Y| Start classes | 2. Bel Pre ES | 16, McKenney Hills
i | (in most cases ;| 3- Bells Mill ES } Center
#| this is one i 4. Broad Acres ES | 17, Montgomery Knolls
.| moring and 3 5. Burnt Mills ES : ES
'| one afternoon || 6. Carson ES | 18. Olney ES
‘1 class) 1 7. DrewES ﬂ 19. Pine Crest ES
| 8. East Silver Spring ES || 20. Resnik ES
‘ | 9. Flower Hill ES il 21. Rolling Terrace ES
| 10. Fox Chapel ES | 22. Rosemary Hills ES
't 11, Gaithersburg ES i| 23. Strawberry Knoll ES
: | 12. Glen Haven ES || 24. Summit Hall ES
| 13. Greencastle ES il 25. Twinbrook ES
| 14. Highland ES ! 26. Viers Mill ES :
; 27. Washington Grove ES !
.‘ || 28. Weller Road ES |
Three or more N Harmony Hllls ES (3 classes) | 12 classes |
Head Start 2. Maryvale ES (3 classes) i i
i classes 3. New Hampshire Estates ES (6 classes* including
: J enrollment of commumty kldS equivalent to 2 classes
Totals 59 MCPS locations: 1 96 classes |
¢ 57 elementary schools ' i
s McKenney Hills Center f
¢ 1 high school

*Does not include enrollment of 30 community kids, equivalent to 2 classes.

OLO Memorandum Report 2002-5




TABLE 11

CLASSES
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HEAD START: FY 03

LENGTH OF HEAD START INSTRUCTION FOR SCHOOL-BASED AND NON-SCHOOL-BASED

Length of Head Start Number of Classes
Instruction

v

|
g !
} MCPS School-Based Head Start Ciasses

i 2 hours 30 min. .+ 30 classes
] 3 hours 15 min. ' 61 classes*
” 4hours 4 classes

| 6 hours I class

‘ Total: 96 school-based Head Start classes

] | Head Start Classes Located in Child Care Centers

e

Full-day program | 2 classes**
(“Community Based Head |
Sta.l't”) %[

T R R

3 hours 15 minutes with ! 2 classes***
MCEPS teacher in full-day ;
child care setting .
{“Expansion Head Start”

Ew

5 ettomg

i ‘Total: 4 Head Start classrooms Iocated in child care centers

*Excludes classrooms at New Hampshire Estates that combine Head Start-eligible four-year

olds with other community four- year olds.

**These classes are located at the Silver Spring YMCA and the Silver Spring Presbyterian

Church.

***As of October 2002, only one of the two Expansion Head Start classes are operating, The
Cotmmunity Action Agency is in the process of searching for a second child care center 1o

participate.
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f. Health services

Health services are an integral part of the Head Start program. As stated in the 2001
Annual Report of the Head Start Health Services Program, the health services goal is:

To maintain children at their optimal health so they can derive the maximum
benefit from their educational experience. The short-term objectives include the
assessment of each child’s present health status for the early detection and
treatment of identified health problems and detetminations of a medical home.

Staffing for the health services component of Head Start is provided by the Department
of Health and Human Services’ School Health Services Division. The Head Start
classrooms are served by a combination of health specialists, nurses, health technicians,
dental hygienists, and an outreach eligibility worker.

Five full-time nurses and three dental hygienists are assigned to Head Start. The school
nurses and health room technicians assigned to all MCPS schools also provide health-
related services to Head Start children. Specific health services activities for Head Start
children and their families include:

Health screenings and appraisals;

General health education;

Medical, dental, and nursing consultations;

Referrals for remediation of specific health problems; and

Assistance with enrolling in a plan to receive ongoing health care, i.e., helping the
family secure a “medical home.”

g. Parent involvement

Parent involvement has consistently been a key component of the Head Start program
and is required explicitly by the federal Head Start Performance Standards. The concept
is that children gain more from the instructional program when their parents are involved.
In addition, parent involvement demonstrates to children that their parent believes
learning is important and provides parents an early opportunity to learn about the school
system.

The Family Service Workers (whose responsibilities are more fully described below)
plan and conduct many of Head Start’s parent involvement activities, which include:

Working in the classroom as a volunteer;

Helping at home to reinforce what children learn in school;

Participating in the Head Start Policy Council (described below); and

Attending training/education programs (e.g., nutrition, healthy life style choices,
computer training) designed specifically for parents of Head Start students.
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Head Start is mandated to provide a formal structure of shared governance. The Policy
Council, which meets once a month, is composed of parents of currently enrolled
chiidren, parents of formerly enroiled children, and community represeiiatives. The
federal program Performance Standards require that the Policy Council work with staff to
plan, develop and/or approve all funding applications, staff hiring curriculum, and
recruitment procedures. Members of the Policy Council are also required to assist
program staff with the annual program assessment (also required by federal regulations).

h. Other Family Support Services

Since its inception, one of the signature elements of Head Start has been the package of
support services provided to the families of Head Start students. The federal Head Start
Performance Standards explicitly require that family support services be provided.

Much of this work in Montgomery County is accomplished by a team of three social
workers and 23 Family Service Workers (FSWs), who are MCPS employees. Almost all
FSWs are former Head Start parents, who starting working for MCPS as Instructional
Assistants in Head Start classrooms.

FSWs are assigned to work with Head Start families (by school) to determine each
family’s overall strengths and needs. Depending upon the unique needs of each family,
the FSWs and other Head Start staff link parents to the appropriate support services in the
community. Head Start staff help families identify and obtain services such as:

Child care/child support;

Clothing and food;

Training/educational opportunities;
Health care;

Housing;

Literacy/ESOL/GED/library services; and
Shelter/protective services.

e & & o 9 »
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50 Head Start families. In addition to supervising the routine work of the FSWs, the
three social workers are available to provide additional direct service to families as

needed.

Although the FSWs are available to work with all Head Start families, priority is placed

on working with the families who meet the federal-income eligibility guidelines. Under
federal Head Start regulations, these families must be offered the opportunity to develop
a Family Partnership Agreement; the federal guidelines do allow a waiver to be granted

to parents who choose not to participate.

<D,
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A Family Partnership Agreement (FPA) is described as a process for helping families
identify their strengths and develop strategies for accomplishing their personal and family
goals. The form used by the FSWs to develop the Family Partnership Agreements is
attached at © 39,

In addition to the direct services provided to individual Head Start families, the social
workers and FSWs also:

o Participate throughout the year in Head Start’s recruitment and enroliment
activities;

e Meet regularly with the Head Start teacher to discuss issues related to individual
children; and

o Plan and conduct parent education and reiated parent involvement activities.

i. Transportation

MCPS provides school bus transportation services to and from school for many of the
children enrolled in school-based Head Start. The bus service that MCPS provides to
Head Start children is a combination of door to door and neighborhood service. Some of
the Head Start students do not need school bus transportation, either because they are in
walking distance of the schools they attend or because their parents have chosen to
transport their child to school on their own.

MCPS current practice is to transport Head Start children on regular MCPS school buses.
A new federal regulation governing the transportation of Head Start children will require
MCPS to make substantial changes to how Head Start children are transported.
Specifically, beginning in January 2004, the Head Start children must be

e Seated in height and weight appropriate child restraint systems; and
¢ There must be a bus monitor or other trained adult on the bus at all times.

For more on the legislative background and fiscal impact of this new requirement, see ©
109

i- Wraparound child care services

A subset of the children who attend school-based Head Start participate in a program that
also provides before and afier school childcare in a licensed child care center at no cost to
the parents. For these children, MCPS provides school bus transportation to and from
school to child care providers, who hold contracts with DHHS for the before and after
school child care services.

The plan for this program is to provide wraparound child care services for 36 children.
Federal Head Start encouraged local grantees to provide wraparound services as part of
the federal government’s welfare to work initiative, and as such, has provided funds to
support this effort, The Head Start grant portion to the County for this wraparound
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service for the current school year is $187,255; according to Community Action Agency
staff, this works out to be approximately $130 per week per child, which is in line with
the average cost for day care in the County.

MCEPS identifies the children whose families are invited to participate. To be eligible for
this program, the children must be attending Head Start classes at a specific school, the
families must meet the federal Head Start income guidelines, and the parents must be
either working or enrolled in school or other training classes.

Last year, Head Start children from 11 different schools participated in this program. The
11 schools were: Georgian Forest ES, Olney ES, Weller Road ES, Harmony Hills ES,
Bel Pre ES, Twinbrook ES, Wheaton Woods ES, Rock Creek Valley ES, Maryvale ES,
Beall ES, and Viers Mill ES.

For the current school year, Community Action Agency (CAA) staff report that one
contract for before and after school child care 1s in place to serve 18 children who are
attending school-based Head Start classes at Twinbrook, Maryvale, Beall, Rock Creek
Valley, Wheaton Woods, or Viers Mills Elementary School. CAA is in the process of
finalizing plans with three other providers to offer wraparound child care services to
another 18 children. As of mid-October, MCPS staff report that two Head Start children
are actually enrolled and participating in this years program; an additional 19 children
have been identified and should be enrolied in the near future.

NON-SCHOOL-BASED HEAD START

a. Community Based Head Start

For each of the past five program years, a total of 30 Head Start slots have been available
at two child care centers. 15 slots have been available at the Silver Spring YMCA and 15
slots at the Silver Spring Presbyterian Church. These two Head Start sites, funded
through a combination of federal Head Start funds and child care subsidy funds, operate
under contracts to the Community Action Agency.

While Community Action Agency staff are responsible for all aspects of contract
administration and management, MCPS staff are responsible for the recruitment and
eligibility determination of the students in the Community Based Head Start classrooms.

According to MCPS staff, to be eligible to participate in either one of the Community
Based Head Start programs, the family of the Head Start child must:

e Meet the federal-income Head Start guidelines; and

+ Be approved to receive a child care subsidy either through the Purchase of Care
(POC) or Working Parents Assistance (WPA) program.
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Eligibility for POC/WPA requires that parents be enrolled in school or job training or
work a minimum of 35 hours per week. POC/WPA also requires that a family have
documents that indicate they are cleared to work in the United States legally.

The Community Based Head Start program offers many of the same services as the
school-based Head Start program, including:

¢ The Community Based Head Start classes follow the same curriculum and meets
all of the same federal Head Start program requirements;'>

¢ The Community Based Head Start program participants receive the same package
of health, nutrition, parent involvement, and other family support services; and

» MCPS psychologists and speech pathologists are similarly available to Head Start
students enrolled in the Community Based classrooms.

?

major differences between the Community Based Head Start program and school-
ad

ased Head Start program are that:

o

¢ The Community Based Head Start programs operate all day (i.e., 7:00 AM to 6:00
PM) and year round;

s All participating families must meet the federal Head Start income guidelines and
be approved to receive a child care subsidy either through the state’s Purchase of
Care program or the County’s Working Parents Assistance program;

. Transportation to the Community Based Head Start program classrooms (located

in child care centers) is the wacmnnml-nhhr of the narents: and
Ay ; P J WL L va IEL” CALANE

¢ The classroom staff of the Community Based Head Start program is employees of
the child care center and not MCPS.

Both centers are licensed and regulated by the State’s Child Care Administration. The
Directors of both community based sites hold advanced degrees in Early Childhood
Education. The Head Start classroom teachers at the Silver Spring Presbyterian Church
and Silver Spring YMCA hold certifications from the Maryland State Department of
Education. All child care center staff meet the State of Maryland’s staffing qualifications
for child care workers.

An MCPS employee of the Early Childhood Division serves as the Community Based
Coordinator, This individual’s responsibilities include routine monitoring of the two
sites, facilitating the process of applying for and obtaining POC/WPA subsidy, and
helping to develop partnerships between the two community based sites and other
agencies.

¥ Once a week, “InterAct” comes into the Community Based Head Start classrooms to offer a 30 minute
class in art, music, and PE.
4 The community coordinator position is currently vacant.
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Additional Information on Enrollment

From discussions with program staff, OLO understands that throughout the past five
school years, actual enrollment of children at the two Community Based Head Start
classes has been below total capacity. Community Action Agency staff report that
enroliment at each site has “averaged™ 12-13 children at each of the two locations.

As of October 10, 2002, there are 12 Head Start children enrolled at the Silver Spring
Presbyterian Church and 8 Head Start children enrolied at the Silver Spring YMCA; an
additional two children are being processed for placement at the YMCA program within
the next few weeks.

Program staff offer a number of possible explanations for enrollment being less than
capacity at these two sites, including:

e There is a relatively narrow group of families that meet both the federal Head
Start income eligibility requirements (income below $18K for a family of four}
and the POC/WPA child care subsidy requirements (both parents working more
then 35 hours/week);

¢ Some of the POC/WPA eligibility requirements (such as legal working
documents, requirement to file for child support) deter potentially eligible
families from participating;

¢ The management structure of the program straddles MCPS and DHHS, with the
agency in charge of recruitment and enroliment (MCPS) not being the agency
responsible for managing the contracts (DHHS); and

e Transportation to the two centers is the responsibility of the parents, which can be
difficult for low-income families that do not own a car.

b. “Expansion Head Start” (Community Based Head Start with on-site
participation of MCPS teacher and instructional assistant)

Beginning last month, (September 2002), another Head Start model known as

“Expansion Head Start” began operating in the County. Expansion Head Start is a full
day, school-year program with capacity for 17 federally-eligible Head Start children. The
program parallels MCPS’ schedule and will operate 10 months/year.

The single Expansion Head Start site in operation is located in the Peppertree Child Care

Center in Germantown. As of October 7, 2002, there were 14 Head Start children
enrolled at Peppertree.
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The Community Action Agency is currently seeking a second contractor to provide a
similar package of services to an additional 17 children at a different child care center. A
second RFP was issued on October 6, 2002, with a response deadline of October 18,
2002. CAA’s original intent was to have two Expansion Head Start sites up and running
by last month; however, according to CAA staff, the first solicitation (issued earlier in the
year) did not identify child care centers in the requisite location which met the Head Start
Performance Standards for space.

Perhaps the most unique aspect of Expansion Head Start is that program staffing is being
provided jointly by employees of the child care center and MCPS. Specifically, during
the school year (Sept. through June), one MCPS teacher( 6 FTE) and one MCPS

Inctrmintinnal Anniﬂfarﬂ- ( § FTEY ara neatdding nla gt n fraw 1 havrirg nnd 18
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minutes, each morning Monday through Friday. For the rest of the time, staff members
are employees of the Peppertree Child Care Center, not MCPS.

Other key differences from the two Community Based Head Start sites are that: the Head
Start program at Peppertree will operate for 10 months (not 12 months); and all
participating families must be approved to receive a child care sybsidy through the state
Purchase of Care program. (In comparison, the Community Based Head Start sites allow
families to receive a child care subsidy from either POC or WPA.)

In other respects, Expansion Head Start is similar to the two Community Based Head
Start programs. This includes that CAA is responsible for contract administration and
management, and MCPS is responsible for recruitment and eligibility determination of
children. In addition, the program operates ali day (7:00 AM to 6:00 PM}; and
transportation to the program is the responsibility of the parents,

OTHER COMPONENTS OF THE COUNTY’S HEAD START FROGRAM

This section briefly describes two other components of the County’s Head Start program
~ a six week symmer program and the participation of 30 community children in Head
Start classes at New Hampshire Estates Elementary School.

Extended Year (summer) Head Start/Child Care Program

For the past three summers, the State Department of Education has funded what is known
as the Extended Year Head Start program. This past summer, 92 children participated in
the Extended Year program. Almost all of the students were headed for Kindergarten in
the fall, and identified by Head Start classroom teachers as needing to maximize/retain
gains made during the school year. There is no cost to the families who participate.
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Under the Extended Year program, a four hour Head Start class is provided in the
morning and children are enrolled in a licensed child care center program in the
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provided from home/the child care center to school and from school to the child care
center sites. The school-based Head Start component of the program is funded by MSDE
and the POC/WPA child care subsidy program help to fund the wraparound child care
services. All child care fees and/or COpays with POC/WPA are paiu uy the State Head

Start grant.

This past summer (2002), the Extended Year Head Start program was offered at eight

elementar Y schools located in mid- and upper-Montgomery County: vvauuugwu Grove
ES, Georgian Forest ES, Greencastie ES, Dr. Charles Drew ES, Beall ES, Twinbrook ES,
S Christa McAuliffe ES, and Fox Chape! ES. These locations were selected because
MCPS operated another summer program for children transitioning to Kindergarten in
UI.HCI' paﬁs 01 [IIC LzUl.Il'll.y Wﬂlbﬂ S€rve HIC I]lgﬂCbl num[‘)efs OI l"ﬂl\.l\’lb BllglUlC Sﬁiuﬁﬁts;
in previous summer, the Extended Year Head Start program had been offered in locations
throughout the County.

The PreK Program at New Hampshire Estates

The PreK Program at New Hampshire Estates started more than a decade ago as part of
the school’s efforts to maintain an integrated student body. Under this initiative, NHE
enrolls 30 four-year olds, whose families do not have to meet any income eligibility
requirements. The students typically live either in or in close proximity to the NHE
school boundaries. Recruitment is generally informal and children are accepted by the

school on a first~-come first-served basis.

The community students attend regular Head Start classes, and are sprinkled throughout
the eight Head Start classes offered at NHE. Funding for one of the Head Start classroom
staff (one teacher and one IA) is provided through the school’s regular budget and not
through the Head Start program.

D. Cost of Head Start in Montgomery County
This section is organized as follows:
o Part 1 reviews the respective roles and responsibilities of the County Government
and Montgomery County Public Schools with respect to the Head Start program;

and
e Part 2 summarizes the FY 03 costs of the Head Start program.
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1. Agency Roles and Responsibilities

Head Start is described by agency staff as being “jointly administered” by Montgomery
County Public Schools and the County Government. The Community Action Agency
(housed within the County’s Department of Health and Human Services'®) is the official
“grantee” of federal Head Start funds (approximately $4 million for the current program
year), and MCPS is considered the primary “delegate agency.” The roles and
responsibilities of the two agencies with respect to the Head Start program are
summarized below.

Montgomery County’s Community Action Agency

CAA and its Board were established in 1965, as the County’s participants in the federal
government’s Economic Opportunity Act. Community Action’s mission is to:

Conduct and promote programs that create an awareness of poverty, to promote
coordination among agencies and better use of resources, to develop leadership
among low-income residents of the County, and to develop community strategies to
attack the basic causes of poverty. (Source: Community Action Board, 2001 Annual
Report)

The Community Action Board (CAB) consists of approximately 27 members and 13
alternates, appointed by the County Executive and confirmed by the Council. The CAB
serves in an advisory capacity to both the County Executive and the County Council, and
as an advocate on behalf of low-income citizens of the County. The Board’s
responsibilities include: assessing the needs and problems of low-income people in the
County and recommending programs that meet the needs and help solve the problems of
low income citizens.

As indicated earlier, the Community Action Agency is the designated “grantee” of
federal Head Start funds. As the grantee, CAA staff are responsible for the
administrative and monitoring tasks connected with applying for, receiving, and reporting
on the use of the federal Head Start grant to the Philadelphia regional office of the Head
Start Bureau {(which is part of the Administration for Children and Families in the federal
Department of Health and Human Services.). Successful completion of these contract
responsibilities requires CAA to routinely obtain both programmatic and fiscal
information from MCPS staff.

CAA serves as the contract manager for the following Head Start related contracts
negotiated with child care centers:

o The three contracts for Head Start classrooms not located within a MCPS school.
These contracts currently are for 15 Head Start slots at the Silver Spring YMCA,
15 Head Start slots at the Silver Spring Presbyterian Church, and 17 Head Start
slots at the Peppertree Child Care Center';

13 Consistent with the County’s Early Childhood initiative, funds for the Head Start program are accounted

for in DHHS' Early Childhood Services area. N
16 a5 indicated earlier, CAA is currently working to find a second child care center to participate as a Head

Start Expansion site.
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¢ The contracts with child care centers for before and after school childcare for 36
Head Start students who attend school-based Head Start classrooms. Last year,
this wraparound child care program involved contracts with two child care
providers; this year, it is expected to involve contracts with five child care
providers.

¢ The coniracts with child care centers for before and after school childcare for the
120 students who participate in Extended Year Head Start. This past summer,
Extended Year Head Start was located at eight different school sites; CAA ended
up negotiating contracts with 20 child care providers to support before and after
child care for the summer program. Over the years, CAA has also assumed
responsibility for conducting “Head Start Community Assessments,” which
federal Head Start Performance Standards require be conducted every three years.
The stated purpose of the Community Assessment is to “provide guidance for the
Montgomery County Head Start Program and its grantee agency, the Montgomery
County Community Action Agency.” It involves compiling data on the
demographic make-up of Head Start eligible children and families, and a survey
to determine the education, health, nutrition, and social service needs of Head
Start eligible children and their families.

According to CAA staff, the Community Assessment is not designed as a scientific
survey, A description of the most recent Community Assessment process, the
methodology used, and summary of conclusions is attached at © 40.

School Health Services and Early Childhood Services

In addition to the Community Action Agency, two other DHHS service areas are directly
involved in the administration of the Head Start program. Specifically:

e Staff from the Division of School Health Services (structurally located within

DHHS’ Children, Youth and Family Services Area) provide the health service
component to the Head Start children.

o Staff from DHHS, Early Childhood Services Area consult with MCPS and
Community Action Agency staff about a range of issues that impact Head Start
families. Early Childhood Services staff offer technical assistance and guidance
on working with child care providers as Head Start expands its partnership with
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Montgomery County Public Schools

Within MCPS, the Division of Early Childhood Services is responsible for administering
the school-based Head Start program on a day-to-day basis. In addition to overall
program management, staff support from the Division of Early Childhood Services for
Head Start includes:

Teachers;

Instructional assistants;
Family Service Workers;
Instructional specialists;
Psychologists; and
Speech pathologists.

The Division is also responsible for administering the Elementary Extended Education
Program (EEEP). See cover memo (page 11) for more about EEEP and how it compares
to Head Start.

There are other MCPS staff divisions that directly support the daily operation of the Head
Start program. These include:

Transportation services - provides bus transportation to the Head Start children;
MCPS food services - provides meal service to Head Start children; and

PE, Art, and Music teachers - provide regular classroom instruction (20 minutes
each week) to the Head Start children.

MCPS staff also support the Head Start Policy Council. This Council (required by
federal regulations) consists of Head Start parent representatives from all schools that
house one or more Head Start classes.

2. The FY 03 Head Start Program Budget and Estimates of Additional Head Start
Program Costs

Head Start in Montgomery County is funded through a combination of federal, state, and
County funds. The total cost of Montgomery County’s Head Start program is
approximately $14.6 million. This amount, summarized in Tables 12-14 (© 29),
includes:

¢ $10.8 million ~this is the amount budgeted for Head Start within MCPS’ Division
of Early Childhood Programs, DHHS’ Community Action Agency, and School
Health Services; and.

e $3.8 million — this is the estimated additional program costs not included in the
Head Start program budgets of either agency.
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Over the years, agency staff have often referenced the additional program costs not
directly in the Head Start budget as *“in-kind” contributions to the Head Start program.
Because these are actual program costs (largely paid for by County general funds), OLO
recommends moving away from the “in-kind” label and instead referencing them more
directly as “Estirnated Additional Head Start Program Costs.”

The relative support from County, federal, and state funds of Head Start (based on the
total $14.6 million total cost) breaks down as follows:

e $9.8 million (67%) is from the County;
o $4.6 million (31%) is from the federal government; and
¢ $0.2 million {2%) is from the State.

The rest of this section looks first at the funds allocated explicitly to the Head Start
Program budgets of MCPS and DHHS. It then examines in more detail the additional
MCPS and County Government contributions to the Head Start program operations.

The Head Start Program Budgets of MCPS and DHHS: $10.8 million in FY 03

The Council appropriates funds identified explicitly for the Head Start program in both
the County Government and in MCPS. Table 12 (© 29) summarizes the amounts and
sources of funds for each agency’s Head Start program budget; Table 15 (© 30) and 17-
19 (© 32-34) provide greater details for what is covered by the $9.6 million Head Start
budget in MCPS, and the $1.2 million Head Start budget in County Government. In sum:

$9.6 million for Head Start is allocated to MCPS’ Division of Early Childhood
Services (Table 15 © 30), of which:

e 55% ($5.3 million) pays for Head Start classtoom teachers, instructional
assistants and teacher training;

o 15% (81.4 million) pays for a team of psychologists, speech pathologists and
other teacher specialists assigned to Head Start; and

s 10% (81.0 million) pays for a team of social workers and family service
workers who organize parent activities and provide family support services to
Head Start families.

The remaining 20% ($1.9 million) pays for the Extended Year Head Start (summer)
Program, Management and Administration, and other operating costs for Head Start. It
also includes the fringe benefits for MCPS employees paid for with the federal Head Start
grant,
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$1.2 million (12%) for Head Start is allocated to the Department of Health and
Human Services, of which:

¢ 50% (30.6 million) goes to DHHS’ School Health Services (Table 19 © 34),
for a team of nurses, health technicians and dental hygienists to provide health
services to Head Start students; and

e 50% (30.6 million) goes to DHHS’ Community Action Agency (Table 18 ©
33), to pay for grant management and contracts with child care centers for
Head Start related programs. (This includes contracts for Community Based
Head Start, Expansion Head Start, and before and after school child care
services during the year and during the summer.)

Estimates of Additional Head Start Program Costs in MCPS and DHHS: $3.8
milion in FY 03

In addition to the $10.8 million budgeted for Head Start, MCPS and DHHS support the
Head Start program using resources that do not explicitly show up in the Head Start
budget of either agency. Table 13 (© 29) summarizes these additional funds by agency
and source for FY 03, Tables 16 (© 31) describes the additional $3.7 million in Head
Start program costs to MCPS and tables 17-19 (© 32-34) describe the additional $170K
in Head Start program costs to the County Government - DHHS. In sum:

MCPS accounts for $3.7 million of the estimated additional Head Start program
costs. This includes:

¢ $1.3 million to pay for the benefits of Head Start staff who are paid for with
County (not federal) funds;

e $0.7 million for bus transportation of Head Start children;

e $0.6 million for classroom space in MCPS schools for Head Start classes;
e $0.5 million for PE, Music, and Art teachers for Head Start children; and
o $0.4 million for food services to Head Start children.

DHHS accounts for $170K of the estimated additional Head Start program costs.
This includes:

e« $80K for DHHS-School Health Services additional health services staff time;
$80K for grant and contract management from DHHS-.Community Action
Agency staff time; and

e $14K for DHHS-Early Childhood Division staff time,
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TABLE 12

HEAD START PROGRAM BUDGET FY 2003

T3 WA SRS

f Agency ‘ Source of Funds [ v
{ r
1 ; Federal | State | County | Total
.| Montgomery County | $3,019,871 |  $141,352 | $6,419,996 | $9,581,219
.1 Public Schools* 3 o
"County 81,106,791 | $72,746 $0 | $1,179,537
| Government** o
N Total | $4,126,662 $214,098 | $6,419,996 | $10,760,756
g lr - FTHBa% b O IGEE SPRI Tk L SR OST ey o R . i T ¢ RS M AT
*See Table 15 for a detailed list of items included.
** See Tables 17, 18 and 19 for a detailed list of items included.
TABLE 13

ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL HEAD START PROGRAM COSTS FY 2003
.| Agency ) Source of Funds L {M S
% , “Federal State i County | Total
' "Montgomery County T$426,707 $22,458 ; $3,219,443 | $3,668,608
.| Public Schools* ! £ ,
“T County $40,980 %0 $130,533 |  $171,513
.| Government** " K ! !
; Total $467,687 $22,458 |  $3,349,976 |  $3,840,121

*See Table 16 for a detailed hst of items mcluded
** See Tables 17, 18, and 19 for a detailed list of items included

TABLE 14

ESTIMATE OF TOTAL HEAD START PROGRAM COSTS - FY 2003

(SUM OF TABLES 12 AND 13)

;, | Agency | ~ Source of Funds o
| Federal | State | = County || Total
a Montgomery County $3,446,578 - $163,810 $9,639,439 $13,249,827
| Public Schools o | ,
County $1,147,771 | $72,746 $130,533 $1,351,050
| Government g , I
Total ! $4,594,349 -.$236,556 $9,769,972 $14,600,877 -
OLO Memorandum Report 2002-5




Category

1. Persennel Costs
A, Direct Services to Children

Tanskau
4 waviivl

Teacher Assistant
Substitutes
Supportive Services Part Time
Professional Part Time
Stipends-Teacher Training

PR, Py .

Far. -
SAULISUILARILD

Sub-Total

B. Other Classroom Support
Other Specialist
Technical
Peych/PPW
Psychologist
Speech Pathologist
Teacher Specialist
Asgistant Part Time
Sub-Total

C. Family Support/Parent Involvement
Staff Aide
Substitutes - Supportive Services
Parent Activities
School Tuition
Social Worker
Social Service Aides
Consultants
Sub-Total

D. Management and Administration
Coordinater
Secretarial
Registrars/Financial Sec.
Clerical
Data Control
SSE
Accountant
Contractual Maintenance
Office Assistant IV
Consultants
Sub-Total

E. Fringe Benefits (Federal)
Federa! Employees
Sub-Total
2. Operating Costs
Audit
Instructional Supplies
Instructional Supplies - Other
Office
Food
Travel Local
Travel Out
Dues, Registration, Fees
Instructional Equipment Replacemen
Field Trips
Other Insurance
Sub-Total

3. Extended Year Head Start
Personnell and Operating Costs
Sub-Total

Federal Grant PA - 22
(Includes COLA and
Quality Improvement)

$1,650,998

£81,380
$23,856
$211,201
%0

£0
$46,255
s0
$362,692

$10,124
$0

30
$7,382
30
$107,659
50
$125,165

50
50
30
$0
50
$0
80
80
$0
$0
$0

$742,654
$742,654

$3,778
$57.361
50

$0
$350
$0

80
$4.000
$6,000
$3,950
$1,100
$76,539

50
50

Federal Grant PA - 20

36
50
50
$0
$0
$0
$11,500
$11,500

$0
30
£0
$0
$0
30
$0
50

$0
$0
$1,839
$0
$0
$0
$3,500
$5,339

50
50
$0
$0
S0
$0
%0
80
56
50
50

'+ "Table'15: Montgomery County Public Schools Head Start Program Budget < FY 2003

State

o~

30
30
$0
$0

S0

U
30

80
50

$0
$0
$0
£0
50
$0
$o0
$0
$0
50
$0
50

$141,352
$141,352

County

2,373,884
1,125,319
$65.450
$46,751
$9.630
$36,800

3
b

$329,975
$0

S0
$195,716
$489,590
80

$5.318
$1,020,509

50
$113,086
$21,319
$0
$202,712
$576,738
$5,000
$918,855

$103,623
$43,871
$24,936
$97,335
$53,316
$4,560
$68,804
$8,676
£32,220
$11,500
$448,841

$0
50

50
$102417
$3,550
$13,839
§143,861
$30,736
80
$8,229
$38,783
324,307
$1,500
$367,222

80
$0

2 gt

5
T Lahig,

Total

$3,570,866
$1,494,348
$65,450
$81,887
$59,481
536,800
§i§,i45
$5,326,977

$411,355
323,856
$211,201
$195,716
3489,590
$46,255
$5,318
51,383,291

810,124
$113,086
§23,158
§7,382
$202,712
$684,397
$8,500
$1,049,359

$103,623
$43,871
$24,936
$97,335
$53,316
$4,560
$68,804
§8,676
$32,220
§11,500
§448,841

$742,654
§742,654

§3,778
$194,766
§3,550
$13,839
§144,211
$30,736
59,996
$12,229
$44,783
528,257
52,600
$488,745

50
$141,352
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TABLE 16
MCPS ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL HEAD START PROGRAM COSTS - FY 2003

.| Cost Item ] Seurce of Funds f

1 | Federal State | County ; Total
| Employee Benefits |  $0 80 E $1,306,611 |  $1,306,611

‘ j for staff not paid for | ; |

. by Federal Grant : : %
LTranspoﬂatlon* j $0 . $0 $735,949 . $735,949

¢ Classroom $0 . $0 $657,600 - $657,600

' ! Space*** | :

! i

| PE, Art, and $0 $0 | $487,730 $487,730

! Music** L !

Additional _ $0 . $0 $31,553 . $31,553

L Personnel Costs in E :

¢| Early Childhood g

+ | Division E !

| Food — Meal Service $426,707 | $22458**** $0 $0

T TomaL [ SA607 [ 802458 | $3,219443 | 83,668,608

*Cost of bus transportatlon to and from school.
**This represents time of physical education, art, and music teachers spent with Head Start students.

*** According to MCPS staff, the first year cost of placing a relocatable classroom at a school site is $46,500 and the
cost of the relocatables for the second through fifth years is $5,500 per year. The number on this table estimates the
cost of Head Start classroom space during FY 03 by multiplying the five-year annual average cost ($13,700) of placing
arelocatable at a school site by the 48 Head Start classrooms located in schools that have relocatables during the 2002-
2003 school year,

*xdState of Maryland pays .05 cents of free and reduced meals to Head Start children.
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TABLE 17

DHHS EARLY CHILDHOOD BUDGETED AND ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL HEAD START
PROGRAM COSTS - FY 2003

Cost Item m[ - ” “Source of Funds | i o
m | Federal | State | County | Total
,T BUDGETED | $0 $0 $0 $0
: ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL 'HEAD START PROGRAKE(':”&"'}E" - o

“Chief T T [TTTTTTTR0 $0TTT 52,836 $2,839

TManager I~ [T T80 T 7T 00 T83164 0 $3.164
1 | Program Manager 1 | $0 | $0 . Tsa001 [ "$4,001

{| Management and o 80 | T§0 $4448 | 84,448
; Budget Specialist III , { . ;
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TABLE 18
DHHS COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY (CAA) BUDGETED AND ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL
HEAD START PROGRAM COSTS - FY 2003

i Cost Item Source of Funds .
?' ? S Federal | State . County '’ Total
i BUDGETED
-1 Head Start | $20,006 $0 $0 ~ $20,006
?{ Coordinator : ; .
é Contract with Silver | $97,820 . $0 $0 $97,820
Spring Presbyterian | !
| Church " {
| Contract with Silver $91,967 ) $0 | $0 $91,967
, Sprlng YMCA K
. Contract with Child $187255 T s0 | $0 $187,255
, ' Care providers for |
: ; Wrap Around Child | |
‘ Care in Twinbrook | % :
“| area (Optimum & !! i ;
TBD) } 1 i
Contract with Child % $41,662 ' $0 $0 $41,662
; Care providers for | f
"1 Wrap Around Child | |
-1 Care Expansion E |
- (Peppertree & TBD) ! e o S
;| Support Staff [ $34,420 | $0 $0 $34,420
*| Positions . )
* SSPCC Teachers | $12,500 ? $0 $0 $12,500
Education A f;
g YMCA Teachers i $12,500 ;| $0 $0 $12,500 |
! Education ﬁ , _
‘| CAA Misc $10,213 1| $0 | $0 | $10,213
:| Summer Child Care $0 } $68,746 $0 $68,746 |
{ Contracts | i
. ‘ ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL HEAD START PROGRAM COSTS ;
g[ Executive Director | $15,750 || $0 | $9,250 | $9,250
+{ Head Start Program - $20,400 $0 $9,602 . $9,602 |
[| Coordinator G o !
. [ Program Manager1 | $01 80| $17,900 | $17,900
: [Office Service ; $4,830 $0 $2,840 $2,840
; Coordinator § B T S -
15 Total|| . $549323 ] 2. 868,746 Lm  $39,592 1| - $657,661 .

OLO Memorandum Report 2002-5

G



TABLE 19
DHHS ScHOOL HEALTH SERVICES BUDGETED AND ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL HEAD START
PROGRAM COSTS FY 2003

Cost Item Source of Funds f V
! Federal ! State | County | Total

Bisemrgy e e e DT D
. Full Time Salary 8171454 T80 0 S0 T s171,454
.| Part Time Salary $103,976 = 30 | %0 | $103,976
) | Social Security g $20,607 | $0 | $0 | $20,607
.| Insurance ! $24,033 | $0 ] 30 | $24,033
fﬁ Workers Compensation | $5,508 | $0 | $0 | $5,508
?Retirement ; $23,143 | $0 | $0 | $23,143
Dental Services | %4689 ¢ g0 ! $0 | $46,894
| Professional Other $36,627 | 30 | $0 | $36,627
-1 (Hygienists) | : | |
| Professional Purchase of | $115,000 | $0 $0 | $115,000
Service (Mobile Med) i J f )
‘Central Duplicating ! $1,000 | $0 | $0 | $1,000
?; Metro Area Travel | $2,100 | $0 | $0°| $2,100
: | Professional Training E $1,500 | $0 | $0 | $1,500
[ Other Educational $10,000 | $0 | $0 | $10,000
-| Training/Parents : i | {
[ Office Supplies | "$2,000 | 80 | $0 | ~ $2,000
.[ Computer Equipment | $1,900 | $0 | $0 | $1,900 -
;| Dental Supplies R $7,500 | $0 |  s0| $7,500
[ Medical | $5,000 ‘ $0 { $0 \ $5,000 |
;l Equipment/Supplies 1 B T
[ Uniforms ( - $400 [ $0 | $0 |  $400
yl Misc. Operating _ | 85004  so|  $0]  $500°
:'Extended Year Head $0 $4,000 $0 $4,000
i) Start (Summer) P ST BRI N
/| Additional Quality $19,305 $0 $0 . $19,305 |

Improvement ‘ ; ; : :
| ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL HEAD START PROGRAM COSTS |
["Part Time Salary | $0 || $0 [ $56,602 | $56,602 |
[ Social Security | $0 | $0 | $4,127 || $4,127 |
flnsurance N ol 80| $7226 |  $7,226]

[ 'Workers Compensation | s sof sL132)  $1132
{_Bthzﬁm@t.w-,m e S0, 80| 874024 87402
| , - Total | $59s a7, R $4 000 1 $76,489 | $678.936 1

s} m
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Source: MCPS Division of Early Childhood Services

HEAD START INCOME GUIDELINES
School Year 2002 - 2003
ce——————
Category I Category Ii Category I
Montgomery County Guidelines
United States Department of
Health and Human Services A B C D Special Cases |
Family Income Guidetines
. Familly Size Poverty Level | PL+3770 | PL+ 5625 | PL+ 8415 | PLs 12508 Category TIC+50% |
- 1 $ 8860 $12,630] 414485 $ 17,275 $ 21,456 $ 25,913
. 2 11,940 15,710 17,565 20,355 24,536 30,533
3 15,020 18,790 20,645 23,435 27,616 35,153
4 18,100 21,870 23,725 26,515 | 30,696 39,773
5 21,180 24,550 26,805 29,595 33,776 44,393
6 24,260 28,030 29,885 32,675 36,856 49,013
7 27,340 31,110 32,965 35,755 39,936 53,633
8 30,420 34,150 36,045 38,835 43,016 58,253
9 33,500 37,270 39,125 41,915 46,096 62,873
10 36,580 40,350 42,205 44,995 49,176 67,493 41
Add $3,080 for each
additional family
member.
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Source: MCPS, Division of Early Childhood Services

HEAD START RECRUITMENT OUTREACH ACTIVITIES -~ 2002-2003

Media Announcements

Media announcements through MCPS Office of Information
1. Montgomery Cable TV
2. Local Radio Stations

e T ol NWarramnon oo
< RAJVal INGWDOHDAPRCL DS

Head Start Off-Site Repistrations
Fully staffed off-site Head Start registrations (% in total)

T nne nrnﬂnh MNammnnitey Nantar '2/’)"'! Rr AI12/N0D

A IER LA QELWRL \Juunu.ulul._y W WLLLWL I dar iy W T L ad N dee

East County Community Center 3/25/02
Lincoln Park Community Center 4/9/02
Up County Government Center 4/19/02
Unper County Community Center 4/26 & 5/3/02

Racking Horse Road Center 3/11 & 13/2—ongoing daily (M-TH) from 3/4/02

Al Al

MCPS Kindergarten Registrations

Family Service Workers will attend kindergarten orientations at their assigned Head Start
schools and provide Head Start/EEEP registration information and referral. At both Summit Hall
and Rosemont Elementary Schools, targeted efforts will be made to recruit eligible families for
both Head Start and EEEP in order to facilitate enrollment into the Judy Center program. These
sites will host an additional day of registration in addition to the two days of kindergarten
orientation for each site. The Head Start application will be completed for all families interested
in both Head Start and EEEP in order to facilitate determining eligibility for child care subsidy
programs. A representative from the Child Care Subsidy Office will attend all off-site
registrations, as well as the on-site registrations at Summit Hall and Rosemont Elementary
Schools.

Contacts Within HHS Chiid Welfare

Sent community partnership letters to the following program managers requesting that Head
Start/EEEP posters and registration site location information be distributed to these locai offices
and included in the Child Welfare newsletters:

TANF

o Registration materials provided to Felicia Turner, HHS Manager of Income
Maintenance

o A targeted Head Start flyer will go to all County TCA recipients (w/children aged
0-3) informing them of Head Siart regisiration {coordinaied with Beth Molesworih &
Joanne Barnes)

Foster Care
Head Start lcglsuauon Ppr eséntation to the next Eroup of new foster care parems —
coordinated through Angela Tecundi and Shirley Scripner, foster care supervisors

Go)
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Protective Services

Emergency Services

Head Start Parent Ambassadors

Head Start parents are being recruited and trained to do recruitment outreach at the foliowing
community sites and at community activities:

1

2
3
4

Montgomery County Community Services Center

Month of the Young Child at Lakeforest Mall and Wheaton Plaza

Community Health Fairs

Multilingual Early Childhood Education/Child Care Fairs (Gilchrist Center for
Cultural Diversity)

Early Head Start Programs

MCPS Head Start staff on site at both Family Services of Montgomery County, Gaithersburg,
MD and the Metropolitan Consortium of Early Head Start referrals to MCPS Head Start to
register Early Head Start families.

Distribution of Head Start/EEEP Registration Posters and Flvers

VNG N AW

MCPS Elementary Schools
Montgomery County Libraries
Clothing Centers

Women, Infant and Children (WIC)
Housing Opportunity Commission
Section 8 Landlords

Child Care Centers

MCPS Chiid Find

MCPS Infants and Toddlers

10. Amigo Programs

11. Linkages to Learning

12. Health Families of Montgomery County

13. Community Ministries of Montgomery County
14. Maryland Cooperative Extension Services

15, Manna Food Center

16. Crossway Community

17. MCPS Rocking Horse Road Center Programs
18. CASA of Maryland

19. Spanish Catholic Centers

20. TESS Community Center



tHead Start staff form partnerships with communicy
agencics, Pareats are finked to support services to
agsist with such challsages as cmployment, bousing,
foad, clothing, family fiteracy, and freedom from dé-
mesic violeace and substance abuse. To Facilitate co-
ardination of services and avoid duplication between
Head Start and commucity agencies, families are en-
couraged to complete an agreement.

Health and

Nutrition Services

Head Start provides health information that supports
wellness and positive tifestyle choices. The Head Start
team works collaboratively with families and health
professionals to ensure that all child health and devel-
opmieaial concems are identified and treated through
health screenings. Families are assisted in accessing
a source of continuous cate 10 meet their basic kealth
aeeds.

Family-style lunches are served in Head Start each
day. Cooking and tasting activities give children op-
portunitics o ry new foods and te establish good eai-
tug habits. Head Start staff offer instruction oa food
groups and balanced, sutritional meals,

Disabilities Services
Head Start classes include chj'ldmn with disabili-

Hao alang with fuaiaa kil Adra, Th .
4S5 MONE Wiln l}plwu l-lﬁvvl\a}uu]s CanGied. aue

special needs of all children are handied by a profes-
sional staff of nurses, psychologists, speech pathola-
gists, teachers, and MCPS related service staff,
Maipstreaming opportunities are ava:lable in other
MCPS preschool programs,

_@o

uow @m 2000

Momgomery County
Head Start is
a program for
\ncome—ehglbie families
preschool children.

Start Program, pmwdﬁ educatmn. pavent involvement,
health, and outrition services, At lcast ten percent of
Head Start entoflmentincludes c!u[dren with disabifi-
ties. Special services are provided to address each
child's unique nceds. The-Manigomery County Com-
mumty Actioa Age.ncy is' lhc grpntes :

Classes operats approximately three bowrs each
weekday duritig the school year. The program follows
the Montgmmry County Public Schools schedule.

-

had

Program Design
and Management

The defivery of fugh quahty services s the jount
responsibility of the grantee, Community Actson
Agency Board of Dicectors; pareats and community
members on the Policy Council, and the Head Start
staff managewment team. Shared decision-makeng is
accoraplished by.

¢ Reviewing the program’s recruitment,

setection, and enrollment procedures
+ Participatung in the annual program
self-assessment, as well as the federal review
every three years
+  Approving the anoual budget
« Maintaining membership on personnel
interview [eams
+  Offering employment in the program to
qualified Head Start pareats
+  Ensuring twe-way communication
+  Providing accurats record-keeping and
financial reporting systems
ot Dcs(gnmg, implementing, and evatuatiog
i swritien short and long-‘muge plans

e sCompleting 8 Community Assessment to better

- serve the entire family

+ Providing training opportumliee for staff and
famllles

+ Bnsuring a safe.‘humtmg environment that
mommodausuqmue&mﬂynceds &L
language, oullure msthues

Office of lstrlaction and
Program Development
Department of Cyrriculumn & Instruction
Division of Early Childhood Services
Head Seart Unlt
301-230-0676

Early Childhood
Development

Thie Head Start progrant eagages ohildeea in activi-
ties to nurture their seciaf, emotional :inteliectual, fin-
guistic, and physical development. In each classroom
ateacher, instructional assistant, and parent volunteers
provide children with ppporfunities to:

Talk, listen, and converse together

Enjoy listening to and dramatizing stories

Devetop small and large muscles

Paing, draw, and gosate

Explore science material

Measure, count, aod classify

Recognize names, colors, shapes, numbers,

and letters

Soive problems

Take part in dramatic play

Dance, sing, and make music

Work guzzles and build with blocks

Leam 1o shace and cooperate

Enjoy field trips and muluculu.wal activities
Parents and com-
munity volunteers
help in the class-
room, offering chil-
dren the assistance
that supporis their
SUCCLss and
self-confidence.

a & 8 4 8 8

A Program for
Pre-Kindergarien Children
and Their Families

Head Start: Making a Difference
Montgomery County Public Schools
Rockville, Maryland

Parent Involvement

Pagents are a very important part of Head Start.
Involvoment in their children’s education assists par-
ents in leaming about the school system and in show-
ing their children that learming is important. Children
gain more from the instructional program when their
parents are involved. .

Parcnts participate in these ways:

«  Mala program deci decisions thmllwh_ Polr oY

Cauacd pacticipation

+  Work in the classtoom as volunteers or paid

instructional assistanis

+ Help at home by reinforcing what children

fearn in school

+  Develop or enhance job skills to increase their

ability to manage theix families

Family and Community
Partnerships

Tho Head Start Program requices that each foder-
ally eligible family jointly develop a Family Partner-
ship Agreement (FPA) with a designated Head Start
saff person. The PPA is 2 prdcess for determining
family strengihs and needs, and assisting familics in
achevmg'm‘p«%gods.

-
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Department of Eniched and Innovative Programs
Dhdsion of Early Childhood Programs and Services
Haad Start/EEEP Unit
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockvills, Marylond

Family Parinership Agreement

Child’s Nome: Class: Date:

Farnity Members:

ntenviewee

Is either parent/guardian curently in school/training? What is thelr course of study?

is either parent/guardian curently employed? What type of work? What hours?

# not cumentty working, what past work experence do you have?

Is your family currently recsiving any of these services?

—. Food Stamps — Medicat Assistance 831 Unempioyment
—_TCA — WIC HOC/Rentdl Assistance
-~ Child Support/Alimony Foster Care Subsicly

Cther:

— When do you expact benefils to end?

Is your family participating in any other comprehensive program?

Early Head Start Healthy Families Montgomery Infants & Toddlers

Super Help —__Famlly Salf-Suffictency

Other

Does your family have a service agresment or @ warker with another agency? Please explain.
{

12,

Are there community resources that your family uses? (church, community argantzations)

Ars there any heatlth concems for the members of you family?

BPo you have access to health care?

Head start encourages parends and family members fo visit the school and participate In your chitd
sducation. How can we make this volunteer experience a positive one so that you can make a
commitment to participate?

What language(s) do you speak at home?

What longuages) do you read?

What do you or your family members do well? What makes your family special?

Are you Interasted in any Information regarding:

. Hedlth (family planning. Immunizations, Mecdlical Assistance, CHIPS. pregnancy, efc)
___ FEducation services (literacy, GED, English, college, etc )

_.._ Mental Health {deprassion, substance abuse, alcoholism, domastic violence, ste)
_ Child Care (subsidies, providers, atc.)

- legal (child support. immigration, guardianship, custedy. etc)

Other: Plegse specify)




Source: Head Start 2001 Community Assessment, Community Action Agency

. THE COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT PROCESS

This 2001 Community Assessment is designed to provide guidance for the Montgomery
County Head Start Program and its grantee agency, the Montgomery County
Community Action Agency. Through this assessment process, the Head Start Program,
can determine the types of services that best meet the needs of the Head Start eligible
community in the service area — young children and their families, This assessment will
be used to help define the vision of long-range and short-range goals and objectives for
the Community Action Agency, the grantee, and the Head Start Program itself. 1t will
help to determine the services that are most needed and the critical areas of the county
for Head Start recruitment. Given the number of eligible families in Montgomery
County, and the limited resources available to meet their needs, this assessment helps
the Head Start Program set priorities for recruitment of the most needy children in the
county.

The community assessment process requires that the demographic make-up of Head
Start eligible children and famiiies, including their estimated number, geographic
location, and racial and ethnic composition be collected, as well as information
conceming other Montgomery County child development and child care programs that
serve Head Start eligible children, including state and local funded preschool programs.
This community assessment sought to provide information about the number of
children with disabilities four years old or younger, including types of disabilities and
services and resources provided to these children by the various Montgomery County
agencies. Through a community survey, data was collected to determine the education,
health, nutrition and social service needs of Head Start eligible children and their
families as defined by families of Head Start eligible children and by institutions in the
community that serve young children. Finally, this community assessment provides
information on the range of community resources for meeting the needs of Head Start
eligible children and their families, including assessments of their availability and
accessibility.

The Head Start Program is committed to serving children and their families who are
deemed eligible under the Federal Poverty Guidelines published by the Federal Office
of Management and Budget (OMB). The Family Income Guidelines published in the
Federal Register reflect revised poverty data and determine Head Start eligibility for
low-income families; these federal guidelines limit income for a family of four to $17,050
in 2000 and $17,650 in 2001.

The Montgomery County Community Action Board (CAB) which directs the
development of operational policy of the Community Action Agency for Montgomery
County, found this measure of low-income status inadequate to meet the needs of the
county residents because of the generally high overall income levels of households.




The median household income in Montgomery County was $66,085 in the 1997 US
Census Updated Survey report. The Community Action Board has for many years
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2000 planning process, the CAB adopted The self-sufficiency Standard for the
Washington DC Metropolitan Areas prepared for Wider Opportunities for Women
(WOWYin cooperation with local area govemments This standard calculates the

fananld
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amount a family would need fo live in Montgomery County at a basic needs level,
Jincorporating actual regional and local cost variations, net effect of taxes and tax
-credits, and costs associated with employment. The amount based on the standard
needs for a family of four would be $49,668 per year, or $23.52 total per hour wages.

Based on this data, the self-sufficiency standard for Montgomery County, the Head Start
Program in Montgomery County has established local county guidelines for eligibility in
Head Start. After all federally Head Start eligible families have been placed, in 2001-
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. METHODOLOGY

The 2001 Head Start Community Assessment has been prepared based on local
guidelines prepared by a committee formed by the Montgomery County Community
Action Agency ( MCCAA). This committee represented members of the Montgomery
County Commumty Action Board (CAB), the Head Start Program, the Eatly Head Start
Program, the Head Start Policy Council, the Montgomery County Public Schools
(MCPS), and other local social service agencies. A listing of the Assessment Committee
membership is included in the Appendices. MCCAA staff was delegated to plan,
organize and provide leadership for the 2001 Community Assessment.

The local assessment committee determined that the data necessary to describe the
needs and characteristics of the Head Start eligible children and their families in
Montgomery County would be obtained through several sources, including a survey
Aadministered at Head Start centers and other county setvice centers. That group
developed a survey instrument; a copy of the survey instrument is included in the
Appendices. Other data was collected from among the various Montgomery County
sources such as the Montgomery County Public Schools, the Community Action
Agency, the Department of Health and Human Services, the Montgomery County
Planning Board (Maryiand National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
Montgomery County Department of Park & Planning), and the Montgomery County
Early Childhood initiative. Compilation, analysis of the data, and report preparation
were accomplished with the services of a consuitant analyst and writer.

The 2001 Community Assessment Survey attempted to gather the critical information
about the Montgomery County’s iow-income population, and services available to meet
their children’s needs. Collecting and analyzing data about the program was guided by
the Montgomery County Community Action Agency's Assessment Committee,
cons:stmg of members from the commumty involved in provudmg the services. Aguwpy
de‘? Wl IQU\-IBU HIIIUMQ T’lﬂﬂu Qldll. EIIQIUIU dllu UH l‘b'l wumy Id(lllly (BblUUl ll.b WHU ‘deb’b
Montgomery. Gounty eduoation, health, and-other human services.

The survey was administered at a variety of sites, seeking information from as wide a ’\
poo! of social services users and parents with young children as possible. Because of
language diversity issues, Montgomery County Community Action Agency and other
agency staff were available to assist persons in completing the form, which was entirely
voluntary. The sites chosen were:mullipurpose centers where residents could seek any

of tha sarvices tunu‘allu naadad h\l‘ Hand Start nhmhip famlllnq Ofton nnnnln wara too

busy with other matters at the S|tes to take the extra time to complete the form Even

with Spanish-speaking and Vietnamese-speaking aides available, some people were
unwilling to take the time to complete the form. Despite this, dpprokimately 300 useable
sprveys were returned to the Community Action-Agency. -

Ninety-two percent of the persons who completed the survey had children five years of
age or younger and:89.7% ofthe survey.respondents had children four years.old or -




younger who were either enrolled in Head Start, or some other preschool program, or
licensed child care centers, licensed family child care providers, or being cared for
informally by relatives, friends or neighbors. :

The modal respondent to the 2001 Community Assessment Survey was a female, either
a full time employed single head of household or an unemployed worker, with one Head
Start child, age 3-5, an apartment dweller in Silver Spring or Gaithersburg, ages 26-30,
and probably Latina or African American.



IX. CONCLUSION: GAPS IN SERVICES FOR HEAD START CHILDREN AND
THEIR FAMILIES

The increasing numbers of births and in-migrants in Montgomery County, Maryland,
indicate that demands on child care and necessary services for families will continue to
increase. Despite the wide array of services in Montgomery County, the burgeoning
population growth, especially among Latino/a and other immigrant families may cause a
shortage of Head Start spaces in the future. The demands for language assistance will
prove expensive and difficult, especially for-groups that seem insufficiently large enough
o warrant hiring bllmgual staff. The Chinese, Vietnamese, and Ethiopian populations
are noted as growing ethnic/language groups. A more finely tuned assessment of their
potential ’demand for Head Start and other early childhood services is'watranted.

Wt

The nsnng cost of living In Montgomery County has led to serious economic issues for
families. The:expanding housing supply in:the up-county area does seem to suggest
that-that area will continue to be a-high growth-area. The existing programs may prove
insufficient if growth continues, through both birthrate and contmued in- mlgratlon

This review of ‘Montgomery Head Start Programs and services shows clearly that there
is much strength apparent in the current pattern of operation. The wisdom of the
longstanding partnership with the Mantgomery County Public Schoals is.underscored in
that the public.schools are dealing with the same problems in-the higher.grades.and are
well.prepared:to-assist in the:anticipation of service needs and may be: useful in offering
auumonai t:ngusn as: abecond Language and bilinguai staff.

The 2001, Head Start. Commumty Assessment Survey revealed a number of pressmg
issues for-Montgomery County, underscoring the importance of the Head Start Program
for improving the quality of education and:iife for low-income chiidren and their families.

o 23% ofthe survey respondents were: below.the federal poverty levelfor household
income, hcghltghtmg the great need for services. -Qver .36% additional respondents
-were below the focally determined household poverty level..

. 42._9%‘of the-survey respondentsnwere Latinos, 33.8% were African Americans and
resident Africans, 12.7% were Asian Americans and resident Asians, and 8 % were
White Americans.

» 51% of the survey respondents lived in apartments; 10% lived in shared housing and
5 % were homeless

« The majority of the respondents were under age 30, indicating the importance of
family services and parenting education.

O
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« While 72% of males in the survey respondent’s households were employed full time,
22% were part time workers or unemployed.

« Only 38% of the females in the survey respondent’s households were employed full
time; 43% were unemployed and 15% were employed part-time.

e 48.3% of the survey respondents had Medicaid as the health coverage for their
children between 0 and 4 years of age; 4% had no coverage.

o 34% of the female p arents covered in the survey were not high school graduates;

30% had only a high school education.
e 37% of the male parents in the survey were not high school graduates; an additional
" 22% had only a high school education.

« Affordable housing (21.5%), job training (19.6%) and before and after school child
care (18.8%) were the most pressing service needs of the survey respondents.

e Other important unmet needs inciuded empioyment (14%), transportation to get ic
work (11.7%), and parenting skills and support (7.3%).

*  34% of the survey respondents had children in Head Start and an additional 19.9%
had children in other preschool programs.

Despite its utility and success, demanstrated through the national studies of the efficacy
of the Head Start approach to early childhood need of fow income children and their
families, there are unmet needs for Head Start services in Montgomery County,
Maryjtand. As the number of births continues to keep the under-five population steadily
increasing, and the impact of the immigrant families various and special needs, the
gaps between what is available with existing resources and what is necessary for the
best services widens. The estimated number of children serviced, approximately 1,700,
constitute a very small number of the number of children in the county.

See the Append:x for Maps of Head Start offices, centers and school based locations,
as well as the targeted recruitment areas. The densest population areas of the county
have the highest concentrations of lower income families. These are both in the up-
county and the south county areas, Additional services should be provided as new
fundmg becomes available in these areas of higher service needs.




Division of Early Childhood Programs and Services
Head Start/EEEP Unit
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockville, Maryland

EXTENDED ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAM
WAIT LIST - STUDENT ELIGIBILITY APPLICATION

INSTRUCTIONS: The parent/guardian of the student is to complete Section I and send the form to Head Start/EEEP
Unit, Rocking Horse Road Center, 4910 Macon Road, Room 141, Rockville, Maryland 20852.
SECTION I

oY TRAIENMATIAN 4 TTIvATY
o urBENT u‘rumvuillun

Student:

: : Birth Date: Sex: OM OF
Last First . ) Ml .

Home schoal: _ Requested schools: 1 2 3
(in-Area) (Out-of-Area ONLY)

Please select the criteria that apply to your child. Attach documentation or write a statement to support the selected
criterion.

) Limited English Proficient (LEP) (a child who is born outside of the United States, or comes from an environment
where a language other than English is dominant)

O Homeless (a child who is eligible to attend Maryland public schools and who lacks a fixed, regular, or adequate
nighttime dwelling piace)

O Prior Participation in Head Start or Even Start Program (a family with a pre-Kindergarten eligible child who
_ participated in a Head Start or Even Start family literacy program at anytime in the two preceding years)

Name of program: Location: _

) Referral (written referral from other MCPS units such as Child Find, Head Start, early intervention program, and other
county agencies) ’

Q Emergency and Health Situation (health and medical risks that may impair a child’s development such as
hospitalization and chronic illness of parent/guardian, child’s birth weight less than 6 1bs. etc.) Complere enclosed
Emergency/Heaith Situations Criterion Form, '

[0 Home and Family Circumstances (circumstances that place a child at risk for having developmeu, it delays and/or
learning problems such as the death of a parent, child in foster care, child of parent(s) who are incarcerated, child of
parent(s) who may be adolescents completing high school, etc.)

L1 None of the above

1 HAVE READ THE INFORMATION ON THIS FORM AND ATTACHED ARE THE REQUESTED DOCUMENTS.

T T3% AARTEL LYEN A YR
! UNDERSTAND THAT IF I AM REQUESTING AN QUT-OF-AREA SCHOOL, IT WILL BE FOR ONE YEAR

ONLY, AND THAT T WILL HAVE TO PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION FOR MY CHILD TO AND FROM THE
ASSIGNED SCHOOL. .

Signature Parent/Guardian . Date

Section II;

Form received in the Head Start/EEEP

NAME DATE

July 2001 :




COMPARATIVE INFORMATION

Head Start programs across the country vary significantly, both i of basic structure
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of a prototypical Head Start program.

The most recent comprehensive nationwide study of Head Start program characteristics

was compleied by the federai General Accounting Office (GAQ) in 1998. Among other
things, the GAO found that:

o The annual cost per child for Head Start ranges from $1,081 to $17,029, with a
national average of $5,186 per child.

® The number of children in Head Start programs ranges from 17 to 6,045, with a
national average of 454 children.

» Different entities administer Head Start across the country; 35% of providers are
local Community Action Agencies; 28% are private, non-profit organizations; and
19% are public school districts.

e Head Start is delivered in a wide range of facilities, including public schools (29%),
other government buildings (24%), religtous facilities (21%), private space (21%),
and other facilities (5%).

Although the sources of funding for Head Start programs vary significantly, the GAO
found that a majority of programs nationwide receive between 80-100% of total program
funding from their federal Head Start grant. GAQ’s data showed that only 2% of total
nationwide Head Start program funding came from “other nonfederal” sources, which
would include local governments.

Another source of comparative Head Start information comes from data submitted
annually to the federal Head Start program office. Federal Head Start regulations require
every Head Start grantee/delegate agency to complete a PIR (Program Information Report)
on an annual basis. The PIR solicits information on many aspects of Head Start program
operations that are supported by federal Head Start funds. A private firm (Xtria), under
contract to the federal Head Start program office, maintains a data base of all PIR
responses.

The attached tables beginning at © 50 compare selected PIR data submitted in 2001 by
Montgomery County’s Head Start program to comparable PIR data submitted in 2001 by
other Head Start grantees in Maryland and across the country. The County data are limited
to information from the approximately 800 federally eligible Head Start families. This
cohort represents about half of all of the children enrolled in the County’s Head Start
program. OLO compiled these tables with assistance received directly from Xtria,
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Comparative Observations
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Head Start program, using information from the 1998 GAO report and data from the PIR,
some comparative observations are still possible:

s Type of service provider — Over 80% of the Head Start providers across the
country are non-governmental organizations. In contrast, Montgomery County
provides Head Start through a government based community action agency and the
local school district.

e Program facilities -Head Start centers across the country typically are not located
in school buildings. Most are in religious facilities (21%), private space (21%), or
other government buildings (24%). In Montgomery County, 96% of the classes are
in elementary schoois,

o Teacher credentials — Approximately 75% of the Head Start teachers across the
country have an associates degree or a child care certificate. In Montgomery
County, 93% of Montgomery County Head Start teachers have a BA or Masters’
degree in early childhood or a related field. (See Table 20,)

e Program eligibility — Most Head Start programs across the country only serve
children living in families with incomes below the federal poverty guidelines. In
contrast, Montgomery County is among a minority of programs that serves non-
federally eligible children. Approximately half of the 1,700 children in the
County’s Head Start program meet the higher income guidelines established by the
County.

s Age of children enrolled — Nationally, Head Start serves a mix of three and four-
year olds; specifically 57% of the children enrolled in Head Start are four-years old,
and 43% are three years or younger. In Montgomery County, 86% of the federally-
eligible children enrolled in the County’s Head Start program are four-year olds
and 14% are three-year olds. (See Table 22.)

¢ Dominant langunage of children enrolled — Nationally, the languages of Head
Start children are English (74%), Spanish (22%) and other — Asian and Native
American (4%). For the federally-eligible children enrolled in Montgomery
County’s Head Start program, 31% report Spanish as their dominant language and
10% report an Asian language as their dominant language. (See Table 21.)

» Program length — Since welfare changes were enacted in 1996, Head Start has
encouraged the provision of full day, full year care. Full day programs are
provided to 39% of Head Start children nationally and 36% of Head Start children
statewide. In Montgomery County, 4% of the children are enrolled in full day care.
(See Table 23.)
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Coverage of program costs by the federal Head Start grant — Nationally,
federal funding pays for four-fifths of the Head Start program costs. In
Montgomery County, the federal Head Start grant covers less than one-third of total
program costs.

Employed head of household -About half (52%) of the federally-eligible children
enrolled in Montgomery County Head Start come from families with a full-time
employed head of household. This is similar to state and national data, where the
comparable numbers are 58% and 54% respectively. (See Table 24.)

Stated need for full day child care - The percent of federally-eligible Head Start
families that report needing full-day full-year child care is comparatively lower in
Montgomery County. Statewide 60% and nationally 49% of families state that they
need full day care compared to 31% of families in the County. (See Table 25.)



TABLE 20
HEAD START TEACHER QUALIFICATIONS

Clasernnml("hum

19 i nxuul.sunlcl Y \..-Uiiﬁl.y ' I‘viaryian(i > National

. Development Staff ! N=45 ! N=395 ' N=40,288

| Qualifications | ‘ |

| Graduate Degree in Early | 51% j 10% 4%
. Childhood Education or ! :

' Related Field i | !

| Baccalaureate Degree in =~ - 42% 29% 21%

- Early Childhood Education !

or Related Field , ,

. Child Development 4%, ( 31% j' 45%

: Associate Credential or ‘ f

| State Certificate ; i
ii Associates Degree in Early 2% | 14% 21%

gg Childhood Education or | :
jRelatedField | |
| Degree in family/chiid ; 0% ; 8% 4%

" studies or related field | 9 g

" Staff in Child Development 0% g 7% i 6%

| Associate Training E S I
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Source: National, Maryland, and Montgomery County 2000-2001 Program Information Report (PIR) Data
(Obtained from Xtria-LLC).

2 “

51%

County

O Graduate Degree
Baccalaureate Degree

National
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TABLE 21

DOMINANT LANGUAGE OF HEAD START STUDENTS

National

,{ Dommant Language 1! Montgomery County ; Maryland |

1 i N=800 : N=9,768 N=898,202

" English 57% ] 93% 74%

“Spanish 31% T 5% 22%

* Other Native American and ' 12% | 2% 4%
Asian Languages _ i

. “Total 100% T 100% 100%

A I

Source Natlonal Maryland, and Montgomery County 2000-2001 Program Information Report (PIR) Data

(Obtained from Xtria-LLC).

a - 3 )
—157% O Engltoh
County [l i 940, (1 Spanish
12% m Other
93%
State |.-| 59
2%
| 74%
National [ecisrddi sl ooy
4%
\. ’ J
TABLE 22
P F L N ] JETENES ssAG;Ew?F HEAD START STUDEN]\;ﬁwwa/ww L P BT P e ARSI N LE AT TG
- Age 5 Montgomery County | Maryland National
L (.. N=800 _,Wew,_,_,ﬁ_m_Nf?s?ﬁﬁ .1 N=898202
4 4 year olds b 8% ] 57% } 57%
i 3yearolds Lo % 40% | 36%
TOther (1,2, and 5s) | 0% T % | % 1
i o Total | 100% [ 100% [ 100% 1

Source Nat10nal Maryland, and Montgomery County 2000-2001 Program Information Report (PIR) Data
(Obtained from Xtria-LLC).

j86% |04 Year Olds

3 Year Olds
W Other (1,2, and 5's)

57%
National

.
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TABLE 23
DISTRIBUTION OF HEAD START STUDENTS BY PROGRAM LENGTH

'| Structure of Head Start | Montgomery County Maryland | National
i Program i N=800 N=9,046 | N=823,520
” | Part Day, 5 days per week ‘ 96%* 34% ! 23%
| Center based j !
' Full Day (6 + Hours), 5 4% IR 36% ] 39%
1; days per week f {
Center Based % |
' Part and Full Day, 4 to 4/ 0% 5 28% . 30%
;, days per week |
j’: Center based
i 0% 2% 7%

(Home Based Option,
%l Combination Option,
| Locally Designed Option)

i T Total | 100% | i00% | 100%

Source: Natlonal Maryland and Montgomery County 2000-2001 Program Information Report (PIR) Data

{Obtained from Xtria-LLC).
*PIR classifies MCPS based Head Start classrooms as “part day centers”.

4 A
| 96%

County 4%
0 Part Day - 5 Days per Week

State @ 6+ Hours - 5 Days per Week

M Part and Full Day - 4 and 4/5

National Days per Week

—ee.
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TABLE 24
HEAD START HOUSEHOLDS EMPLOYMENT STATUS

| Head Start Households 5 Montgomery County ! Maryland | National
.| Employment Status l N=800 é N=9,275 L N=830,719

< Full Time L 2% ] 58% | 54%

4 Part Time or Seasonal | L 21% | 17% L 15%

gi Unemployed | 27% | 25% | 31%

g Total | 100% R 100% | 100%

A et ree - . o oty oo il

m
Source: Natlonal Maxyland and Montgomery County 2000-2001 Program Information Report (PIR) Data
(Obtained from Xtria-LLC).

4 N
60%- O Full Time
50%-
40%- Part Time or
30%- Seasonal
20%- B Unemployed
10%-
0% . .
County State National
— y
TABLE 25
HEAD START HOUSEHOLDS NEEDING FULL DAY, FULL YEAR CHILD CARE
g Chﬂd Care | Montgomery County | Maryland |  National
| ol o Ne2s0 | Ne5631 | N=405354
i Percontage of famiies 31% 60% ) 49%

i

| question. Do you need full
’ day, full year child care?

H
i
;
|

Source: National, Maryland, and Montgomery County 2000-2001 Program Inform::tion aepozt {PIR) Data
(Obtained from Xtria-LLC).

( A

County | 131%

|
I
i
H
. . . . i
¢ answering *“yes” to !
E
%
i

I Percentage of families answering
State [ “160% "yes" to question. Do you need fulli
day, full year child care?

National | ~ [49%
\_ J
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MARYLAND MODEL FOR SCHOOL READINESS (MMSR)

The MMSR is an assessment and instructional framework that was developed
collaboratively by the Maryland Committee for Children, Head Start, the Maryland State
Department of Education, and Villa Julie College. MMSR trains early childhood care
givers and teachers to observe children individually and tailor their curriculum to the
school readiness needs of each child.!

MMSR is being implemented statewide to increase the likelihood children will be better
and more consistently prepared for kindergarten. MMSR incorporates the Work Sampling
System as its assessment component. The Work Sampling System is a nationally
recognized assessment system for early education that helps teachers document and assess
children’s skills, knowledge, behavior and academic accomplishment in several areas.

In the fall of 2001, 1,900 kindergarten teachers across the State documented children’s
performance in the classroom during the first few weeks of school. Teachers reviewed this
data and grouped children into the following categories:

¢ Full readiness — students consistently demonstrate skills, behaviors and abilities
which are needed to meet kindergarten expectations successfully;

e Approaching readiness — Students inconsistently demonstrate skills, behaviors and
abilities which are needed to meet kindergarten expectations successfully and
require targeted instructional support in specific domains or specific performance
indicators; and

¢ Developing readiness — Students do not demonstrate skills, behaviors and abilities,
which are needed to meet kindergarten expectations successfully and require
considerable instructional support in several domains.

MSDE compiled this data into a report, which was released in 2002, MSDE reported that
statewide:

e 49% children were rated “fully ready;”
® 44% children were rated “approaching readiness;” and
s 7% children were rated “developing readiness.”

MSDE stated that the primary purpose of the report is to provide background information
and baseline information and that it is essential that all service providers for pre-school
children develop common goals to improve skills from year to year, MSDE suggested the
countywide information will be helpful for county councils, local boards of education and
local management boards in allocating funds for services to young children. The following
pages summarize the MMSR results for Montgomery County.

I MMSR defines school readiness as the state of early development that enables a child to engage in and
benefit from primary learning experiences. (Source: MSDE Fact Sheet 39)
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Source:

MSDE Special Reports, Children Entering School Ready to Learn

Montgomery County 2001-2002
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Montgomery County 2001-2002

Entering Kindergarten

Child Care Center

Famity Child Care

Head Start
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Child eare provided In a facility, usually non-
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licansad by Child Care Administration.

Regulated care given to a child younger than 13
years old, In place of parantal care for less than 24
hours a day, in a resldence other than the child's
rasidence and for which the provider is paid.
Regulated by Child Care Administration.

Pra-school programs for 2 to 5 year olds from low
Income familles; licensed by Child Care
AdmInistration and/or local boards of education.

Home/Informal Care
Care by parent(s) or a relative.

Non-Public Nursery Schaol

Pre-school programs with an educational focus for 3
& 4 year olds; approved or exempted by the Maryland
State Department of Education, usually part-day, nine
manths a year.

Public schoo! prekindergarten education for four-ye
old children. Administered by local boards of
education and regulated by the Maryland State
Dapartmant of Education (MSDE}.
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AN OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH LITERATURE ON EARLY CHILDHOOD
INTERVENTIONS

Montgomery County funds multiple programs to serve preschool children from poor
families. The programs differ in their goals, approaches and program designs. They
include the federal Head Start program, the state pre-kindergarten program (EEEP), and
vouchers and tax credits for working families to subsidize child care with private
providers,

Since the early sixties, researchers have conducted hundreds of studies to understand how
early chlldhood programs and/or child care affect child development, including school
readiness.! The studies address many kinds of program interventions. Child care research
has typically focused on quality issues and the impact of child care on the mother child
relationship whereas preschool research has more often examined short term and long
term cognitive outcomes.
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programs, model preschool programs and child care programs. It describes the
differences among the program types and the results associated with each approach. Each
section presents program characteristics and summarizes available research evidence
about outcomes and quality.

A. Head Start

Head Start is a voluntary preschool program administered by the federal government,
The goal of Head Start is to improve the comprehensive school readiness of low income
children by providing an array of educational, health and social services.

The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) in the Department of Health and
Human Services administers the Head Start program. The federal government distributes
funds directly to local providers. The most common types of providers are community
action agencies (35%), private, non-profit organizations (28%) and public school districts

(19%). Other providers include government organizations, churches, synagogues or
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Funding

Congress appropriates funding for Head Start annually. Local agencies may receive up to
80% of the total program funding from federal sources; the 20% match from nonfederal
sources may include in-kind contributions, such as space, staff, supplies and equipment.

! A 1991 Carnegie Foundation study of kindergarten teachers found only 65% of students entered school
“ready to learn,” The attributes of school readiness included being physically healthy, rested and well
nourished, able to communicate needs, wants and thoughts verbally, enthusiastic and curious about new

activities, knowing how to take turns, and knowing how to sit still and pay attention.
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Federal funds are distributed directly to local Head Start agencies using a formula based
on the previous number of allotments and the number of poor children under five in each
state compared to other states. Each Head Start grantee receives an allocation from the
federal government and is told how many slots it must provide for eligible children. The
federal government determines the number of slots by dividing the allocation for each
grantee by its current “cost per child” rate.”

“Cost per child” rates vary by grantee. They are largely based on historical factors and
do not reflect the actual cots of services presently provided. Individual grantees can
request changes in their cost per child rates, but changes are relative infrequent and there
has been no system wide review of these rates since the Head Start program was
implemented.

Settings

About 90% of the children receive services at a Head Start center.” The most common
facilities include public schools (29%), government buildings (24%), religious facilities
(21%) and private space (21%). Less than 10% of the programs operating in religious
facilities are sponsored by religious organizations; most are operated by community
action agencies or private, nonprofit organizations.

Guidelines and Oversight

In the 1970s, Edward Zigler, as the new director of Head Start, assembled a team to focus
on program quality issues. By 1975, Head Start had promulgated detailed performance
standards outlining what was expected of each program; it had established teacher
credentialing procedures; and phased out summer only programs. It required programs to
make sure children received preventative health care, nutritious meals and several home
visits a year. It also required programs to evaluate themselves and to place parents on the
board of directors.

In the 1990s, Congress used the program reauthorization to strengthen Head Start’s
emphasis on quality and results. To meet the requirements of the Government
Performance Results Act (GPRA), Head Start established Program Performance
Standards. These standards address the physical, emotional, social, cognitive, and
language areas of children’s learning and development. They identify specific areas
where families are to be involved in Head Start and they require qualified staff to develop
a curriculum based on sound child development principles about how children grow and
learn.

2 When Head Start began in the 1960s, agencies submitted proposals to the federal government indicating
how much it would cost them, per child, to provide Head Start services. These “cost per child rates,”
adjusted over time for inflation and other factors, are still used today to allocate funds.

? Head Start recognizes three program options, Under the most common option, the child receives services
at a center, with a few home visits during the year. The second option provides services at a child’s home,
with some opportunities for group interactions. The third option combines center attendance and home
visits.
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In terms of program assessment, Head Start has a federal and a local component. At the
federal level, a team of experts and staff from the regional federal office conducts an on-
site review once every three years. The team uses focus groups, individual interviews,
observations, and a review of written program documents to evaluate a program’s
management systems and program quality. In addition, local programs must conduct
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1mpl§ment1ng the program performance measures for self assessments. Federal law
required programs to begin implementing assessments in the fall of 2000 and to be
operating fully by 2001,

Eligibility and Accessibility

Head Start serves children who are living in households with incomes at or below 100%
of the federal poverty level. Twenty-two states provide supplemental funding for Head
Start programs. Supplemental state money is used to meet the federal match requirement,
to increase the number of children served, or to increase the quality of services.

The amount of state funding varies widely. In FY 2000, Ohio provided $97 million;
Maryland provided $3 million; and New Hamnshire provided $230,000 in supplemental

fundin g o

Head Start provides its services free of charge to all families.

Head Start programs are not required to provide iransportation services; however 53% of
all children currently receive transportation services, In January 2001, the ACF
published a final rule in the Federal Register that requires programs to assist families in
finding transportation and establishes the following specific requirements and deadlines:

* By January 2002, each local Head Start program must use bus drivers who have a
Commercial Drivers License (CDL);

¢ By January 2004, each local Head Start program must equip each vehicle with an
appropriate child restraint system for each child;

¢ By January 2004, each local Head Start program must provide at least one bus
monitor (with training) on board at all times; and

¢ By January 2006, each local Head Start program must use a school bus or an
“allowable alternative vehicle” to trangport children, (Home based programs are
excluded from this requirement.)

Program Duration and Intensity
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number of required days varies from 128 to 160 days per year and depends on the number
of operating days per week. Classes must operate for a minimum of 3.5 hours to a

maximum of six hours per day, with four hours being optimal. Beginning in 1997, Head
Start launched an initiative to provide full day care to meet the needs of working fg__rm_llgq
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Head Start estimates it will serve 915,000 chlldren in 2002 and apprommately one-
quarter of these children (225,000) will receive full-day, full-year services. The
remainder will attend part-day preschool programs that follow a school year schedule.*

* HHS Fact Sheet, Head Start: Promoting Early Childhood Development, April 16, 2002.
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Classroom Characteristics

Head Start performance standards require an average of 17-20 children per class
depending on the age of the children, Classes with three-year olds must have a maximum
class size of 17 children and classes with mostly four-year olds must have no more than
20 children in any class,

A Head Start classroom must have at least two teachers for each class, with a teacher
child ratio of 1:10 for a class of four-year olds. Head Start lead teachers must have a
degree in early childhood education or a child development associate (CDA) certificate.
Beginning in 2003, at least half of all classrooms must have at least one teacher who has
at least an associate college degree.

Services

Head Start programs must provide comprehensive services to all enrolled children and
families. The mandated services include physical health referrals, immunizations, vision
and hearing tests, mental health referrals, nutritious meals, dental referrals, home visits
and family case workers.

Head Start programs must also provide parental involvement activities. Programs
encourage parent involvement by providing training in child development, creating
volunteer opportunities, hiring parents as classroom assistants, bus drivers or family
service workers, and establishing local governing councils.

Research Studies and Findings

In its role as a national laboratory for child development, Head Start has allocated about
two percent of its budget to research. Throughout Head Start’s 35 year history, hundreds
of studies have been conducted as well as periodic reviews of these research studies.

¢ In 1971, Bronfenbrenner conducted a review of the studies to date and concluded
that Head Start yielded short term benefits which faded out in elementary school
within two to three years. He emphasized the importance of family interventions
to counteract this fade out effect,

¢ In 1981, a meta analysis reviewed 210 reports to synthesize outcomes for the first
20 years of Head Start’s operation. The final analysis looked at 76 studies.
Unfortunately, the criteria to select the final studies did not include any criteria to
address methodological design flaws. This meta analysis concluded that Head
Start produced definite physical health benefits and immediate, but transitory,
cognitive and socio-emotional benefits. Head Start participants were also found to
have better school success, as measured by lower rates of grade retention and
special education use.
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In 1997, the General Accounting Office (GAO) completed the most recent review of
Head Start research. GAO identified more than 600 studies and citations of Head Start
programs. GAO screened these studies to identify those evaluations which used
comparative groups and tests of statistical significance. This process produced 22 impact

studies.

GAO’s review of these studies found that most studies focused on cognitive outcomes
despite the broader goals of the Head Start program. Only a few of the studies looked at
subpopulations although Head Start serves multiple ethnic groups. Finally, ail of the
studies had methodological problems, such as small sample sizes and issues related to the
noncomparability of the comparison groups.

No clear pattern of findings emerged from this group of studies.

.

A study by Janet Currie and Duncan Thomas investigated 5,000 Head Start
children. It concluded that Head Start has significantly favorable and lasting
effects on test scores and school attainment compared to participation in other
preschool programs or no preschool. African American children also showed
gains; however they were not sustained.

A study which compared cognitive outcomes for children in Head Start,
community care, and no group care found few differences between the Head
Start and community care group.

A 1985 study of children who attended Head Start in Montgomery County
reported that the Head Start group had a higher percentage of students who
scored above the 80™ percentile on one subtest of the Cognitive Abilities test
administered in third grade.

GAO found no large scale evaluation with a nationally representative sample had been
conducted despite Head Start’s long history and substantial investment in research
studies. To remedy this situation, Westat, in collaboration with the Urban Institute, the
American Institute for Research and Decision Information Resources, has been awarded a
$28.3 million evaluation contract. The congressionally mandated study has two goals:

To determine the national impact of Head Start on children’s school readiness
by comparing children in Head Start to children not in Head Start; and

To determine under which conditions and for which children Head Start works
best.
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Researchers will collect data on 5,000 to 6,000 preschoolers from 75 programs across the
country. The evaluation will take six years to complete, in part because the study will
follow children through the spring of the first grade of elementary school. An interim
report is schedule for 2003 which coincides with the next reauthorization of Head Start;
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December 2006.”

B. State Preschool Programs

State preschool programs are typically part-day educational programs. The primary goal
is to increase school readiness. The voluntary programs target pre-kindergarten children
(usually three-year olds and four-year olds).

State preschool programs are usually funded and administered through the state
department of education. In 2000, 42 states invested $2 billion in state preschool
programs, compared to seven states which invested $25 million in the 1970s.

A review of the characteristics of state financed preschools by Gilliam and Ripple (in
press) shows that great variability exists among these programs in terms of program
guidelines, eligibility requirements, providers, setting, standards, and hours. The
variations are described in further detail below.

Settings

All programs locaie at least some classes in public schools; eight states use only public
school classrooms.® Ma.ny states use a variety of locations, usually through
subcontracting arrangements with local public school system as the primary grantee.
Two-thirds of the states locate some classrooms in Head Start centers. Four states offer
home based programs.”

Guidelines and Oversight
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guidelines for early childhood care and education, usually either Head Start performance
standards or guidelines established by the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC).! One-fifth require only licensing requirements and one-fifth

3 The contract calls for a pilot study to be conducted in the spring 2001. This study will investigate
“variations that exist across different communities with respect to Head Start programs and the availability
of other care options for low income children.” GAO-01-542 Early Childhood Programs: The Use of

oomon Thes crese.
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¢ The eight states that use only public school classrooms are the District of Columbia, Kansas, Louisiana,
Minnesota, Mississippi, West Virginia and Wisconsin.
7 The four states that offer home based programs are Arkansas, California, Michigan and Washington.

$ NAEYC is a professional association in the ea.rly childhood field that has established standards for
programs ihai seek io be accredited. The standards iook at whether the ciassroom is weicoming and toys
and materials are age appropriate. The standards also set group sizes and adult child ratios. For four or
five-year olds, an accredited program will have two teachers for 16 to 20 children. The standards also
require staff to have training in early childhood development and access to ongoing professional
development. NAEYC has not set standards for what children should be able to do or know at certain ages.
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requiie no program guidelines for young children; instead they rely on local public school
policies designed for older children, Most recommend a suggested curriculum but no
state mandates a specific curriculum,

Many states mandate an evaluation of program implementation and impact as part of the
state legislation authorizing the program.

Eligibility and Accessibility

State preschool programs usually have broader eligibility requirements than Head Start.
The most typical eligibility requirement is that a family’s household income must not
exceed 185% of the federal poverty level, which correSponds to eligibility for reduced
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Okalahoma and New York) and the District of Columbia have launched a universal pre-
kindergarten program which bases eligibility on age alone.

In practice, space, funding and partial implementation currently limit who is actually
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served and the share of children served varies widely from state to state, For example
Louisiana and West Virginia serve five percent of all eligible children compared to over
80% in Colorado, Iowa and New York,

Unlike Head Start, which provides its services free of charge, some preschools charge
fees for at least part of their services. Also, most states do not provide free transportation
to everyone who needs it.

Classroom Characteristics

Most states set a maximum class size of 20 children, similar to the Head Start
requirements. However, three states exceed these guidelines (Texas (22), California (24)
and New Jersey (23); three states have no guidelines, Florida, Maine and Wisconsin.

Most states require classroom teachers to have Bachelor of Arts. Most other states
required at least a Childhood Development Associate (CDA) credential.

Program Duration and Intensity

State preschools follow the school year schedule. The majority operate a part-day

nroeram rahaine from 2.5 to 4 hours. One-guarter of the states let local nrnwdprs
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determine the length of operation. About half of the states provide a preschool program
which children may attend for more than one year.
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Comprehensive Services

The Head Start program sets the standard for supporting supplemental services.” Only
half of the states mandate five of the eight services required by Head Start. The most
widely offered services are physical health referrals, immunizations, vision and hearing
tests, mental health referrals and meals. The least provided services were on-site family
caseworkers, home visits and dental referrals. Two of the eighteen states that provide
family caseworker services subcontract with Head Start to provide this service.

Parent Involvement

Parent involvement efforts in state financed preschool programs are less intensive than
Head Start. Approximately 35% require parental involvement in governance or
implementation; 26% encourage involvement. Four states offer a full range of parent
involvement activities — three of these because they adhere to the Head Start performance
standards.

Research Studies and Findings

As of 1998, 13 of 33 state preschool programs had completed a formal evaluation of their
program’s impact on child outcomes. Seven of these were conducted by third parties; six
were conducted by the state department of education. Ten studies used comparison
groups and three did not. (Gilliam and Zigler, 2001)

Gilliam and Zigler categorized the different types of outcomes from the research studies
into one of 11 domains. These domains were developmental competence, self perceived
competence, behavior problems, physical health, school attendance, grades, academic
achievement test results, grade retention, special education referral, parent involvement
and drop out rate. Most states reported outcomes in more than one domain. Some of the
key findings reported were as follows:

* The studies found “sizable and robust” effects in developmental competence
with significant positive impacts reported by end of preschool.” Significant
effects were inconsistent at first grade and nonexistent beyond that point.

e All states found significant impacts in school attendance which persisted
beyond the program intervention. New York found statistically significant
impacts at 5* and 6 grade and Maryland found positive impacts at 10" grade.

s Every state that evaluated retention rates found statistically significant impacts
at one or more grade levels.

¢ Surprisingly, states reported few significant differences for special education
referral and placement rates.

® Head Start requires eight services: physical health referrals, immunizations, vision and hearing tests,
mental health referrals, nutritions mealis, dental referrals, home visits and family case workers,

1 Developmental competence included measures of social emotional development, self heip skills, motor
skills, language skills, cognitive development, academic and literacy skills,
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Overall, most statistically significant impacts were sustained only as far as kindergarten
or first grade. This pattern of findings closely resembles the modest effects of other large
scale programs like Head Start, rather than more impressive impacts of smaller scale
model programs. One researcher concluded that judged by criteria of school readiness,
evaluations generally provide relatively consistent evidence of effectiveness as measured
by children’s improved developmental competence, school attendance and school test
scores and reduced grade retention.

C. Model/Experimental Programs

The phrase “mode! programs” refer to a group of interventions in which researchers
established a program in large part to study the effects of exemplary (or model) practices.
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at one site, One program, the Chicago Parent Child Center, is sometimes considered a
model large scale program because it served 3,000 to 5,000 students a year at two dozen
sites.

Model programs are similar in their program size and overall high program quality. They
vary substantially in their settings, the types of interventions, and the duration and
intensity of the program. Some of the characteristics of these programs are highlighted
below. See © 74 for a summary of a few select programs.

Settings

The majority of small scale programs provide classroom services. In some cases the
service was characterized as full-day child care; in other cases it was a part-day preschool
program.

Guidelines and Oversight

Model programs were usually closely supervised and overseen by the team of researchers
conducting the study. Many research reviews acknowledge that this access to expertise
and high level of commitment distinguishes the model programs from other early
childhood interventions.

Eligibility and Accessibility
Many programs relied on carefully designed procedures to select program participants as

well as a control group. The Perry Preschool Program and the Milwaukee program
selected children based on low IQ scores; most other studies used other selection criteria.

Classroom Characteristics

Model programs typically used highly qualified staff, low child staff ratios, and small
class sizes.
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Program Duration and Intensity

Model programs vary widely in the duration and intensity of the program. The age of

entrv ranges from nrenatal to gix vears with manv of the programs heqp_nlﬂo at age four
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Most programs ended at five years; however the Carolma Abcedanan project and the
Chicago Child Parent Center project continued services through age eight. The intensity
of the interventions also varied widely. Most programs offered a part-day preschool

program, supplemented by home visits; however, other programs offered home visits and

full day child care.
Comprehensive Services

Most programs offered home visits and a range of other activities for parents. Examples
of these services pediatric care, developmental screenings, and job and academic training
for mothers

Research Findings and Results

Barnett reports that the research from the model programs show that a variety of
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include one to one tutoring, half day preschool and full day child care. See article
attached at © 77.

Researchers agree that these programs can produce a boost in IQ of up to eight points in
the short term and report similar positive effects for preschoo! and kindergarten
achievement measures. The studies show changes of smaller magnitude for socio-
emotional outcomes and, over the years, these effects declined to the point where they
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The research studies of small scale model programs suggest that these programs can have
positive long term effects on children, in addition to the short term benefits identified
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above. Bamett found IQ effects persisted into adolescence in two cz&pcuumuun studies
that enrolled infants in full day educational child care programs. In terms of achievement
tests, five of the 11 studies with achievement test data found statistically positive effects
beyond third grade.

Across all of the model programs, there was overwhelming evidence of sizable
improvements in school success over the long term. Specifically, Barnett found all but
one of the model program studies reported grade retention and special education rates

that were lower for the program group than the control group.
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D. Child Care

In 2002, over 60% of children under five, or almaost 12 million children, are in regularly
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women into the labor force due to both social and policy changes in American society.
According to the U.S. Census, nearly three-fourths of mothers with children at least one

year old are in the labor force.

The changes to the welfare program in 1996 have been accompanied by significant
increases in child care spending. In 2000, states spent over $8 billion for child care
subsidies in the form of vouchers or direct payments to providers, Over $6 billion came
from the federal government.
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Child care is Pio vided i a var 1€ty O1 bt:umgb, lnuuulng a chiid’s home, the home of a
neighbor in a family day care setting, or a child care center, As of 1999, for children
between birth and age five:

38% were cared for by their parents only,
20% were in center based programs,

15% were in relative care,

13% were in multiple arrangements,

11% were in non-relative in-home care, and
3% were in Head Start."!

A parent’s choice of child care settings is influenced by a child’s age, household income,
family size, a mother’s work schedule and demographic factors. The research has found
that close to half of all infants are cared for by relatives during the first year but that care
shifts toward a child care center or a family day care home after the first year.
Preschoolers are likely to have some type of center based care.

Researchers report that as education and household income increase, parents are more
likely to rely on regulated child care centers. Lower income families are more likely to
rely on informal child care arrangements with relatives and unregulated family providers.
Larger families are more likely to use in-home or relative arrangements as are mother’s
who are employed part-time or who work evening or night shifts.

The choice of child care settings also varies by ethnicity. Hispanic families most often
use care by a relative and are more likely to use unregulated homes. Black families use
relative care and center care equally, and are more likely to use relative care and
unregulated homes than white families. White families are more likely to use regulated
homes.

I} According to the National Household Education Survey, of children between birth and five are cared for
in child care setting, 40% were ina for-proﬁt or self-contained child care center, 28% were in a church or
other religious setting, and 12% were in a public school building.
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A parent’s choice of child care also depends on a parent’s values and his or her views of
quality. The research shows that parents’ definitions of quality differ as do their
perceptions of what a particular setting offers. Parents who use regulated providers and
child care centers stress professional standards and believe quality and safety are assured
by a structured, monitored environment with a trained staff, Parents who chose informal
and family care emphasize the familiarity of their providers and believe safety is assured
by individuals they know and trust.

Finally, child care settings vary by state. Several studies have found relative care and in-
home care arrangements are more common in the Northeast while center based care is
more common in the South. The National Survey of America’s Families by the Urban
Institute found that the percentage of young children in relative care ranged from 18% in
Minnesota to 39% in California. Infants are more likely to be cared for in a home or
family center whereas preschoolers are more likely to receive some care in a child care
center.

Guidelines and Oversight

State and local governments are responsible for regulating child care. Typically, all
states regulate child care centers; however, states differ in their regulation of family
providers and relative care. States establish the maximum number of children who may
be cared for by the type of setting and also establish adult child ratios that vary by age of
the child. Typically, state child care regulations assure the basic physical health and
safety of children in care but do not address quality of care issues.

Eligibility and Accessibility

Eligibility and accessibility to child care is determined by household income, the cost of
care and the availability of care.

States administer child care subsidy programs, financed in large part by the federal
government, to help low income families increase their access to child care. The
eligibility requirements, reimbursement rates and payment provider rates vary from state
to state. Many studies report that the current funding for child care subsidies serve
approximately 12% of all eligible children.

Some research studies report that parents think of availability with the constraints of
affordability and accessibility. The National Child Care Survey reported that only half of
families with incomes under $25,000 perceived a center to be available compared to 70%
of families with incomes over $50,000. The research also reports that the supply of
centers may be more limited in low income neighborhoods. A GAO study which
examined the supply of child care found supply was not an issue for preschoolers, but
was an issue for infant care.
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Classroom Characteristics

The classroom characteristics and provider qualifications for child care vary widely.
Because many children are cared for by relatives or family providers, a classroom is, in
fact, nonexistent. In child care centers, classrooms may be similar to a classroom in an
elementary school; however, the quality varies widely, Provider training also covers a
huge range. Many relatives and family day care providers have no formal training, Ina
child care center, staff may have a high school education and a certificate in early
childhood education.

Program Duration and Intensity

The vast majority of child care services are available for an average of ten hours a day,
five days a week, year round because this schedule supports the needs of ‘W(‘erng
parents. Many children enter child care at three months of age and remain in full time

care they enter school, when they shift to care before and after school.

Child care providers typically do not provide the extensive set of comprehensive services
mandated by the Head Start Programs. Meals for low income children who attend child
care centers may be provided through a federal meals program. Low income families

may be eligible for other family and social support services but typically will not access
these through their child care provider.

Parent Involvement

Child care providers do not offer the structured parent involvement activities found in the
Head Start program; however providers generally see a parent or family member on a
daily basis when a child is dropped off and picked up from a center or home, These daily
interactions provide opportunities for the provider to share parenting tips and discuss
concerns parents may have,

Research Findings and Results

Historically, research on child care services focused on the possible negative effects of
child care on the mother/child relationship and less on the child’s cognitive development
and school readiness. In the last twenty years, more studies have addressed measures of
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commonly use two measures of child care quality.

o Structural quality refers to the characteristics of the child care setting and the

caragivers. Tt encomnasses iteme such as the ratio of children to adulis. the formal
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education or training of the caregivers and the maximum group size. Many
structural aspects may be addressed in state or local licensing regulations.
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¢ Process quality refers to observations of what is happening in the classroom.
Researchers use observations and rating scales to score children’s interactions
with caregivers and other children.

The child care research finds that higher quality care is associated with better cognitive,
language and social development for children and that lower quality care with poorer
outcomes in these areas. For example, the Nationa! Institute of Child Health and
Development (NICHD) Study of Early Child Cate (see below) found that child care
situations with safer, cleaner, more stimulating physical environments and smaller group
sizes, lower child adulit ratios and care givers who allowed children to express their
feelings also had care givers who were observed to provide more sensitive, responsive
and cognitively stimulating care.

The research finds relationships between structural quality and child outcomes.
Specifically, children in classrooms with lower child adult ratios were better able to
understand, initiate and participate in conversations, had better general knowledge, were
more cooperative and showed less hostility and conflict than children in settings with
higher ratios. Generally, preschoolers were more ready for school when caregivers were
better educated and trained.

Where process quality is higher, researchers find that children appear happier, have closer
and more secure attachments to their caregivers and perform better on cognitive and
language tests. Poor process quality is associated with increased behavior problems.

A description of some key research studies are summarized below:

The Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes Study

In 1993, the Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes in Child Care Centers Study identified
401 child care centers in four states, Connecticut, North Carolina, Colorado and
California. Researchers collected data on the costs and quality. The researchers
observed the centers and 826 children who attended the centers and collected data on
costs, quality and child outcomes. The research found:

e Child care at most centers in the United States is poor to mediocre.

o Only one in seven centers provides a level of quality that promotes healthy
development. Seven in ten centers are providing mediocre care which may
compromise children’s ability to enter school ready to learn.

e In general, children’s cognitive and social development is positively related to the
quality of their child care experience. The quality of child care is associated with
developmental outcomes for all children across all levels of the mothers’
education and in some cases is even more important for at-risk children.
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Children in higher quality settings had more advanced sociat skills than children
in lower quality settings, had more positive attitudes toward their child care
experiences, and had warmer relationships with their teachers than children in
lower quality settings.

The Children of the Cost, Quality and Outcomes Study Go to School

This study, which was a follow-up to Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes Study, followed
826 children from that study for four years, from their next to last year of preschool
through second grade. The researchers summarized the reports’ findings in the following
statements about the influence of center-based chiid care on children.

]
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High quality child care is an important element in achieving the national goal of
having all children ready for school. The findings showed the quality of

children’s experiences in typical child care centers affects their development
while they are in care and their readiness for school. Also, this influence of
quality was important across a wide range of family backgrounds.

High guality child care continues to positively predict children’s performance
well into their gchool careers. The study found the quality of child care in the
preschool years affected children’s development at least through kindergarten and
in many cases through the end of second grade. Specifically quality was related
to both basic cognitive skills and behavioral skills in the clagsroom.

Children who have traditionally been at risk of not doing well in school are

affected more by the quality of child care experiences than other children.
Children typically considered at risk, e.g. children whose mothers had lower

levels of education, received more benefits from high quality child care and these
influences were sustained through second grade. These children were also more
sensitive to the negative effects of poor quality child care.

The quality of child care classroom practices was related to children’s cognitive
development, while the closeness of the child care teacher relationship influenced

children’s social development through the early school vears. Children who
attended higher quality classrooms had better cognitive development through

early elementary school and children who had closer relationships with their child
care teachers had better classroom behavior and social skills through early
elementary school.




The Study of Early Child Care

In 1991, the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD)
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years of life. The Study of Early Child Care participants mirror the national population.
The goal of the study is to answer questions about the relationships between children’s
early experiences and their developmental outcomes.

The team looked at whether child care characteristics including quality, number of hours
in care, type-stability, predict children’s cognitive and language development as well as
school readiness. The researchers reported that “the quality of child care over the first
three years of life is consistently but modestly associated with children’s cognitive anid
language development. The higher the quality of child care, the greater the child’s
language abilities at 15, 24, and 36 months, the better the child’s cognitive development
at age two and the more school readiness the child showed at age three.”

A study published in May 2002 looked at specifically at the relationship between child
outcomes and caregiver training and child staff ratio. This study concluded better
training and smaller child staff ratios “lead to better, as well as more, interactions
beiween chiidren and adults, which in turn iead to improvement in children’s cognitive
and social competence.” These findings remained constant regardless of where the care
took place or whether the care giving was provided by teachers in child care settings, by
relatives, or by other in-home providers. The research also found that the quality of
maternal care giving is the sirongest predicior of a chiid’s cognitive compeience and a
moderate predictor of social competence.
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SELECT MODEL PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

The Early Training Project. The purpose of the Early Training Project, based in
Murfreesboro, Tennessee, was to improve academic performance through better
cognitive performance and achievement orientation. The program served 65 four and
five-year olds between 1962 and 1965, 1t provided weekly home visits during the year
plus a 10-week, part-day preschool for two or three summers. The services were
delivered in a child care center and at home.

Assessments for The Early Training Project were conducted during the program period
and in 1965, 1966, 1968, 1975 and 1978. At final follow-up most participants were 19
years old with 80% of original participants available. The research findings showed:

¢ There was a dramatic reduction in the use of special education.

¢ IQ differences were significant but disappeared within a few years.

» There were differences in achievement test scores, grade retention or high school
graduation rates; however, these differences were not statistically significant.

The High/Scope Perry Preschool Project. The purpose of this intervention was to
improve cognitive and social outcomes in short term and long run. The program enrolled
123 African American children and their parents in waves between 1962 and 1967.

The program provided a half-day preschool five days a week, plus a weekly home visit
for eight months of the year for two years. Teacher student ratios were 1 to 6 and all
teachers had a masters degree, plus training in child development. Researchers assessed
participants annually through age 11 and at ages 14, 15, 19 and 27 when 117 of 121
participants completed interviews.

Policy makers frequently use the research findings from the Perry Preschool Project to
make the case for the effectiveness of early childhood interventions:

e At age 27, researchers found positive effects of intervention on achievement tests,
grades, high school graduation rates, and earnings and negative effects on crime
rates and welfare use,

o The time spent in special education was significantly lower for program children
at ages 19 and 27.

o Researchers found at end of program intervention, children who participated in
the program had IQ scores that exceeded the conirol group by eleven points;
however effect declined after school entry and disappeared by second grade.

¢ Preschool participants had better grades and were more likely to have graduated
from high school; however, at age 28, no differences existed in participation in
postsecondary education.
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Carolina Abecedarian Project. The Carolina Abecedarian Project was designed to test
the effectiveness of early interventions for children from low income families. The goal
of the project was to prevent mild mental retardation and improve academic and social
competence at school entry, The project served 111 children at one site from 1972 to
1985.

Researchers recruited families from prenatal clinies and social service agencies.

Children received nutritional supplements during the first years of life and families
received social service referrals until the child was eight years old. Researchers
randomly assigned children to different groups at birth and at school age entry. At birth,
one group received no services and the other group received year round enriched cenier
based child care services for eight hours/day five days a week from birth through age
five. At school entry, one group received no services and the other group was assigned a
Home School Resource Teacher who maintained contact between the parents and school,
served as a community resource person, and provided additional instruction. Teacher
student ratios were 1:3 from birth to school entry and 1:6 after school entry. The services
were delivered at a child care center.

Some of the key findings from the Carolina Abcedarian project were as foliows:

e Atage 15, children who received preschool services had higher scores on
achievement tests and reductions in the rate of grade retention and special
education, regardiess of whether they received further treatment in school or not.

e Atage 21, children who received preschool treatment had higher average tests
scores and were twice as likely to still be in school or ever have attended college.

¢ 1Q scores were significantly higher for preschool participants at end of preschool
intervention and at ages 8 and 12; however, by age 15 the difference was
favorable but no longer statistically significant.

o At age 15, the effects of intervention for children who had received treatment in
school were small or statistically insignificant.

Generally the research studies of small scale model programs had fewer design issues
than the studies of large scale programs. For exampie, about half of the studies formed
comparison groups by random assignment whereas none of the studies of large scale
programs used random assignment. The attrition of program participants could have
affected the findings of one-third of al! studies. Finally, the use of in-house versus
independent measurement instruments affected all of the large scale studies and at least
four of the model program studies.
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Chicago Child Parent Centers. The Chicago Child Parent Center is a large scale model
program launched in 1967 in the Chicago Public Schools. The program serves between
3,000 and 5,000 children each year, The Child Parent Centers are located in buildings
that are attached to elementary schools.

The program provides classroom and home based activities for three and four-year old
children during the school year. In class, a public school teacher provides a structared
half day program to promote reading and language skills. Outside of the classroom, a
teacher works with the child’s parents on activities that promote school readiness.
Children also receive free breakfasts, lunches and health screenings.

In 1978, state funding expanded the program to add a full day kindergarten component
and to provide smaller class sizes, parental involvement activities and instructional
coordination through the third grade.

Some of the research findings are as follows:

e Participants had significantly higher reading and math achievement scores and

lower rates nf orada retention than non-narticinante at ace Q.
lower rates of grade retennion than non-particinants at age 3,

o The differences in achievement scores became staller over time although they
remained significant for math scores through age 14.

¢ For most outcomes through age 9, those who participated four years or more had

the greatest benefits. The results also showed that participation in both the
preschool and primary grade components vielded the greatest benefits.
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Childhood Programs on
Cognitive and School
Outcomes

W. Steven Barnett

Tnhg.Tprm Fffects of Ea ]y

The extent to which early childhood programs produce long-term benefits in chil-
dren’s cognitive development, socialization, and school success is a matter of some
controversy. This article reviews 36 studies of both model demonstration projects and
large-scale public programs to examine the long-term effects of these programs on
children from low-income families. The review carefully considers issues related to
research design. It includes studies of preschool education, Head Start, child care, and
home visiting programs, and focuses primarily on the effects of program participation
on children’s cognitive development. Results indicate that early childhood programs
can produce large shortterm benefits for children on intelligence quotient (IQ) and
sizable long-term effects on school achievement, grade reiention, placement in special
education, and social adjustment. Not all programs produce these benefits, perhaps
because of differences in quality and funding across programs, The article concludes
with recommendations for future action.

he contribution of early childhood care and education (ECCE) to

the healthy development and future well-being of children who are

economically and socially disadvantaged has become a vital public
issue with important implications for families, business, private philan-
thropy, and government, It will be shown through a detzuled critical review
of research that public investments in quality early childhood care and edu-
cation can produce important long-term improvements in the intellectual
and social development of disadvantaged children. Unfortunately, because
the United States underinvests in both the quantity and quality of early care
and education, the nation forgoes many of the potential benefits at an annu-

al cost estimated in billions of dollars.

The above conclusions could easily come as a sumn.e to those who are
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ECCE programs such as state-sponsored preschool education and the fed-
eral Head Start program in the past several years. There is widespread agree-
ment that ECCE programs can produce short-term gains in disadvantaged
children’s performance on standardized tests of intelligence and academic
ability and that some preschool programs have reduced later grade reten-
tion and special education placement. However, there has been consider-
able disagreement about how these gains are produced, what they mean,
whether they persist, and what other long-term consequences might be
expected.'-

The disagreements regarding long-term effects are so extreme that it is
impossible to make public policy recommendations without resolving some
of them. The key questions to be addressed for ECCE policy are as follows:

1. What are the effects of ECCE programs on the cognitive develop-
ment, socialization, and school success of disadvantaged children? How
long do they persist?

2. Are some types of ECCE programs more successful than others (for
example, home visits versus centerbased programs; model interventions
versus large-scale programs such as Head Start or traditional child care; pro-
grams that start at birth versus those that begin at age three or four years)?
Do some children benefit more than others?

3. To what extent can the effects of model programs be generalized to
existing public and private programs?

These policy questions are addressed by conducting a critical review of
research on the effects of ECCE on disadvantaged children with an empha-
sis on cognitive development. This review focuses on long-term effects
because they are the subject of greatest disagreement, and it includes a vari-
ety of ECCE programs—child care, early intervention, preschool education,
and Head Start. The article concludes with recommendations for future
action.

Resecrch on immediate
and Short-Term Program
Effects

Hundreds of studies have examined the
immediate and short-term (that is, within a
year or two after children exit a program)
effects of ECCE programs of various types.
These studies are found in two largely sepa-
rate strearns of research, one on the effects
of ordinary child care on children from all
backgrounds and the other on the effects
of ECCE programs specially designed to
improve the cognitive development of eco-
nomically and otherwise disadvantaged
children.

Initially, research on child care focused
on potential negative effects on the mother-
child relationship and the child’s socializa-

tion, with less attention to cognitive develop-
ment. More recently, child care research has
begun to examine the effects of variations in
both the quality of nonparental care and the
child's home environment and family cir-
cumstances. Research on programs that
served disadvantaged children first empha-
sized their effects on cognitive development,
particularly IQ, but has since expanded to
examine the effecis of such interventions on
other aspects of cognitive development and
on socialization.

Short-Term Effects of Child Care

The child care research literature presents
no consistent evidence that child care per se
is harmful to child development, regardless
of the age at which a child begins out-of-
home care5-6 It does, however, indicate that
variations in the quality of child care are




important determinants of the impact of
child care. Higher quality child care is asso-
ciated with better cognitive and social devel-
opment both while children are in child
care and during their firsi few years of
school. 52 (See aiso the article by Frede in
this journal issue for a discussion of the com-
ponents of quality care.)

A recent investigation found that age at
entry to or years of experience in child care
during the preschool years influenced the
reading and math achievement of children
at ages five and six, but differently for chil-
dren from high- and lowincome homes.?
For children from impoverished homes, ear-
lier entry and/or more years in care pro-
duced a larger effect on reading scores than
fewer years. Conversely, effects were negative
for children in the highestincome families.
The key may be differences in the quality of
the children’s home environments rather
than income per se: children whose home
environments were very highly supportive of
cognitive development and socialization
actually had lower scores if they had been in
care outside their homes, while children
whose home environments were relatively
poor gained the most from outside care,

Short-Term Effects of

Model Interventions

Several reviews of the intervention research
literature have been written over the past
decade.)™? The authors of those reviews
conclude that programs designed for disad-
vantaged children, including those that are
routinely provided on a large scale, can pro-
duce immediate boosts in IQ equivalent to
about eight IQ points, This is 2 meaningful
improvement in cognitve abiliy and can
have important implications for children in
terms of academic performance and place-
ments in special education classes.

Effects of similar magnitude were found
on preschool and kindergarten achieve-
ment measures. Changes of somewhat
smalier magnitude were found for socio-
emotional outcomes such as self-esteem, aca-
demic motivation, and social behavior
immediately after the end of the interven-
tion, On average, these effects declined over
time and were negligible several years after
children exited the programs. However,
some programs produced sizablc gains that
persisted at least into the first few years of

Long-Term Effects of Early Childhood Programs on Cognitive and School Outcomes

school for IQ), achievement, and school out-
comes such as grade retention and special
education placement.

A variety of ECCE intervention approach-
es (for example, one-to-one mtaring, half-
day preschool education, and child care)—
some emphasizing direct instruction and
others emphasizing child-initiated actvi-
ties—for disadvantaged children seem to
have worked equally well. However, the
magnitude of the effects appears to be at
least roughly related to the intensity,
breadth, and amount of involvement with
the children and their families.’® One spe-
cific type of intervention, home visiting
(alone or in combination with a center-
based program), may be relatively ineffec-
tive in directly improving children’s devel-
opment, although it may be more successful
in improving maternal and child health,
providing social support, or reducing child
abuse and negilect,15-11

Since most of those reviews were writ-
ten, four significant research projects have
been undertaken to investigate the effects
of ECCE for disadvantaged children:
Project CARE, the Infant Health and
Development Program (IHDP}, Even
Start, and the Comprehensive Child
Development Program (CCDP).!4+15 The
programs are all still too new to have gen-
erated any long-termn results, but their
short-term results are fairly consistent with

Programs designed for disadvantaged
children can produce immediate boosts in
10 equivalent to about eight IQ points.

those of earlier studies. Project CARE and
IHDP, which involved high-quality center-
based care, produced substantial immediate
increases in IQ and some benefits in chitd
language skills and child behavior. Even
Start and CCDP, which offered weaker early
childhood services for children but added
parenting education or job skills training
services for parents, had smaller benefits on
child development but positive effects on
outcomes such as parental expectations for
children’s academic success and enhanced
utilization of other community social, health,
and education services. (For additional
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information about these programs, see the
articles by Yoshikawa and St. Pierre and col-
leagues in this journal issue.)

Results of the two research literamures
appear to be converging: ECCE has impor-
tant impacts on cognitive development and
socialization of disadvantaged children
immediately and in the short term. Effects
depend on program quality, and crossstudy
comparisons indicate that effects are larger
for well-designed, intensive ECCE interven-
tions than for ordinary child care. From
some studies, it appears that the effects of
ECCE programs decline over time once chil-
dren leave ECCE.

Research on Long-Term
Program Effects

The children in many of the studies includ-
ed in the preceding summary of short-term
effects of ECCE have been followed over
several years to generate information about
the longterm effects of ECCE. This article
reviews 36 such studies, identified through
computerized and manual searches of the
research literanure, which meet four crite-
ria; (1) the ECCE program studied began at
age four or carlier (thereby excluding stud-

The model ECCE prrograms were probably
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ies of kindergarten programs); (2) the target
population for the ECCE program studied
was children who were economically disad-
vantaged; (3) atleast one aspect of cognitive
development, school progress, or socializa-
tion was measured afier age eight (third
grade or later); and (4) the research design
employed a no-treatment comparison
group that was reasonably similar to the
group of children who participated in the
intervention,

The 36 studies were divided into two cat-
egories for review based on the nature of the
ECCE program and the research design. In
15 studies,'®-% researchers developed their
own ECCE programs to study the effects of
exemplary, or model, programs. In 21 stud-
tes1-51 researchers investigated the effects of
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ongoing, large=scale public ECCE programs.
Five large-scale studies examined state or
local programs (including some supported
with federal Title 1 fimding) 8% five studied
children who had attended Head Start and
state or local programs -t and eleven
examined Head Seart programs #-5

Model Programs

The 15 studies of model programs are iden-
tified and described in Table 1. Generally,
these model ECCE programs were probably
of higher quality than the largescale public
programs. They may have had more highly
qualified staff, closer supervision of staff by
experts, lower child-staff ratios, and smaller
group size. These advantages were made
possibie by much higher levels of funding
per child than are available to typical Head
Start and public school programs. (See also
the article by Frede in this journal issue,)

Services Offered

The model programs varied considerahly in
the services offered, their onset and dura-
tion, and when the programs operated
(1962 to 1980). All but one (Verbal In-
teraction Project) provided classroom ser-
vices. Most also offered home visits. Pro-
grams offered a range of other activities for
parents, and, in three instances, these were
extensive enough that they might be called
parent support and development pro-
grains, 17,1021

Study Participants

In all but one study, most of the participa-
ting children were African American. The
exception, the Houston Parent Child De-
velopment Center, served Hispanic families,
All but one program served boys and girls;
the Harlem Training Project served only
boys. All but two studies did not select par-
ticipants on the basis of 1Q; the Perry
Preschool study selected children based on
low IQ) scores (generally below 85), and the
Milwaukee program served children whose
mothers had low IQs (below 75),

The average level of mother’s education
was under 12 years in all studies, and under
10 years in five studies.!*1923.26

Most of the children in comparison or
contrel groups began formal education at
kindergarten, but, especially in the studies
conducted in later years when alternative



services were more widely available, a signifi-
cant percentage of children in comparison
groups could have attended preschool or
child care programs.

Large-Scale Programs

The 21 studies of largescale public ECCE
programs are identified and described in
Table 2.

Services Offered

None of the largescale programs enrolled
children before age three, and most served
children part day for one school year at age
four. Typically, the studies do not describe
the programs so that one must depend on
general knowledge about public school
preschool and Head Start progeams to
understand the services offered. The Head
Start programs had broader missions than
most of the other programs; their goals
included improving health and nutrition,
and providing services o parents and the
community.?2 However, Head Start pro-
grams tend to have larger group sizes, pay
teachers much more poorly, and may pro-
vide classes only part year.5*% Classrooms
tend o serve 15 to 20 children with a
teacher and an aide, but there is consider-
able variation in the quality of educational
experiences within these classrooms and in
the parent involvement and other services
provided,55-55

In three largescale program studies,
children who participated in the ECCE
programs also participated in other ser-
vices. In the Cincinnati Title I study, most
full-day kindergarten students had attend-
ed preschool and most halfday kinder-
garten students had not. In both Child
Parent Center (CPC) studies, services
began in preschool and continued to pro-
vide enriched educational experiences
through third grade. In the Florida
Learning-to-Learn and Head Start study,
children received intensive services
through first grade.

Study Participants

In all the largescale studies, children and
their families were low income, There is con-
siderable ethnic and geographic diversity
across studies, Most children are minorities,
from single-parent families, and most par-
ents are less educated, but substantial num-

hare nf white childran  fwnnarent familiee
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and parents who are high school graduates
also participated.

rResearch Design

The best research studies are those that are
so tightly designed that one can conclude
with confidence that the results obtained are
due only to the intervention. In the ECCE
literature, as in most, there is considerable
variability in the quality of the research
design, especially with respect to four key
aspects of research design: (1) the ways in

29

Most of the large-scale programs served
children part day for one school year at

age four.

which the comparison groups were formed,
(2) inital and follow-up sample sizes, (3)
atirition, and (4) who was measured and
how to assess effects of the program. Each of
these aspects of study quality has important
implications for the interpretation of study
results. These implications are discussed
briefly below, and the methodoiogical con-
cerns associated with each of the studies are
listed in Tables I and 2.

Formation of Comparison Groups
Generally, the strongest research design
involves identifying a pool of potential par-
ticipants and then randomly assigning some
children to an experimental group and
some to a control or comparison group.
This increases confidence that estimated
effects in these studies are due to the pro-
gram rather than to preexisting differences
between program and comparison groups,

If random assignment is not employed,
then researchers usually attempt either (1)
to construct a comparison group, matched
as closely as possible on a number of charac-
teristics thought to be relevant {for example,
maternal education, family income level,
ethnic or racial background), or (2) to con-
struct a comparison group but then also use

statistical techniques to control for initial dif-
ferences on kev characterigtice. 1Inform.

nately, in neither technique is it possible to
know with certainty that one has matched
or controlied for all the key characteristics,
and that is why random assignment, which

nractamnahly anialivas tha rranne initslly e
presiimansy SqQuaalits aid groups Hiladuy, is
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Table 1
Mode! Ecrly Childhood Programse
Program Name/ Program Description Ages of Paricipation Research Design/
Related Endnote Number: Methodological Concerns
(Years of Opetation)
Carcling Abscsdanian's Freschooiers: fuii-day Entry: 6 weeks to Randomized.
child care 3 months
(1972-1985)
Schoolage: parent Exit: & to 8 vears
program
Houstan Parant Child Home vists Enty: T4o 3yoors " Randomized.
Development Center? Full-ciay child care High attrifion.!
Exit: 3¢ Syears
(1970-1980) Center-based program
for parents
Flerida Parent Home visits Enfry: 3 to 24 months Initially randermized with one group,
Education Projectit Twice waekly part-day and additionai control group
preschool (Gges 2 1o £xit: 3 years members added af 24 months.
(1966-1970) 3 years) Not randomized.e High attrition.
School-administered tests.h
Milwaukee Project® Full-cay child care Entry: 3 to 6 months Groups of 3 to 4 children assigned
altemately 1o E and C groups,
(1968-1978) Job and academic Exit: & years Small sample!
training for mothers
Syracuse Family Home visits Entry: 6 months Matched comparison group
Development Research Full-day chlid care selected at 3¢ months,
Program?® Exit: § yecus Not rondomized,
(1969-1976)
Yale Child Weltare Home visits Eniry: Pronatal Two comparison groups for same
Research Program? Full-day chlld care nelghborhoods for fist follow-up.
Pediatiic core Exit: 30 moniths Malched comparison gro
(1968-1974) Developmenial selected for follow-up at 30 months,
screenings Not randomized. School-
administered tests.
Curiculum Comparison Part-day preschool Entry: 4 years Post hoc comparison group from
Study2? programs olliginal poel.
Kindergoren program Exit: 5 or 6 years Net randomized, School-
(1945-1967) ooministered tests.
Notes

° Programs are grouped such that those enrolling children younger than three vearn old appeor first, followed by those enroling chitdren afier age three,

b See the reloted endnotes af the end of this orficle for complete citations of the reports and/or studies in which program mefivads and outcomes are deseribed.

< Thicugiiout Tates 1, & efars 10 he expenmentl Of infervention group. Gndl C iefers 10 The coniral oF SOmpGIson diaup,

. Ot e e th%WlSC orw’|1sc-!2 ’ unle:ls othetwl:emnorad. 05 laval, of laast (that s, ikely 1o have occumed by chance no move than 5 fimes In 100

. rk < e Hieal nifican < | , Ot lags] , {x] ] Ul n ] 3
Icrﬁfocrgg\ler;r“gr?gasmtgg c?lﬂ%rencs g:twee?\mrhe E%ng C groups w"g. a:lrtv large bt not stotistically significant, perhaps because of small sample sizes, Such outcomes
ore indicated os *E = C, but positive trend,”

1 Results may be biosad bacduse of high attritlon rates.

¢ Results may be blased because chilidren were not randomly assigned to experimental and coniral or comparison groups.

h Results may ba blased because schookadministered tests were uted to measure achlevement,

! The small Intfial sample mokes it difficult o demonstiate statistically significant effects of the program.
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s

a1

Initic} Somple Foliow-up Tire of eyt Schoo! Outcomes=
Sizew Samplte Size Foliow-up
E=57 Age B 8,12.and 15 Age 12 E>C Achisvement tests: E > C at age 15
C =54 E =48 yeaqrs %: 93.7
C=42 C=884 Special egucation. E< C at age 15
E=24%, C=48%
Age 15 Age 15.E=C
E=48 E£=950 Grade retention: E < C at age 15
E=44 C=903 = 39%, C =59%
E=67 Schocgio data Grades 2to § Not measured Achievement tests: E = C, but positive trend
C=19 E=
Cc=87 Grodes: E=C
& data Biingual education E<C
E=3 £=16%, C=36%
C=78
Special educction: E=Cingrades 2to §
E=27%C=31%
Grade retention: E = Cin grades 2to §
E=16% C =29
E =288 £=83 Grades 4to 7 E = C (grades Math achievement: £ > C
C=10® C=24 ate 7 Reading achievement: E = C
E=831 Speclal education: £ < C, grade 7
C=708 E=23%, C=54%
Grade retention: E= C, grade 7
E=28% C=20%
E=20 E=17 Grade 4 Grade B:E>C Achlovement tests: E = C. but positive trend
C=20 C=18 Grade 8 E=102
C=9i Grades: £E=C
Speciol gducation; £ =C
E=41%,C =8%%
Grade retention: £ = C, grade 4
= 20%, C = 56%
E=8§2 Parents Grades 710 8 E=C,age5on Teacher ratings: E > C. but for girs onty
C=72 E=52 Stanford-Binet
C=42 Grades: E > C, but for gils only
CEHdr%n Attendance: E > C, but for girls only
=4
C=39
E=18 Age7io8 Age 7 to 8 and E=Catage 10 Achieverent tests: E= C
C=18 =17 age 10
Cl=33 Attendance: E>C
C2=231
only Teacher ratings: £ = C, but posiive frend for boys
Age 10
E=16 Special education: E = C, but positive trend
C=148 tor boys only
E=20% C=580%
E=244 E=168 Past high schoot Not measured Speclal scucation: E= C, grade 12
C=068 C=5i1 E=32% C=63%
Grade retention: E = C, grade 12
E=26%, C = 58%

High scheol graduation: E=C
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Table 1 (continued)
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[

. ‘Model Early.Childhood Programsc

Program Name/
Relcted Endnote Number:
(Yacus of Operation)

Program Description

Ages of Parlicipation

Reseorch Design/
Methodological Concerng

Early Training Project?s
(1962-1967)

Home wisits
Summer part-day
preschocl progrom

Eniry: 4 10 b years

Exit; 6 years

Randomized

School-gdministored tests.

Experimental Variation

Preschool program

Entry: 4 yoars

Post hoc comparison group from

of Head Storf same communities,

Exit: & years Not randomized. High atrition.
(1968-1949) Schockadministerad tests.
Rarlern Tralning Project? One-to-ona tutoring or Entry: 2 to 3 years Comparison greup recruted from

chlid-directed play children born 1 1o 2 months later,
1966-1947) Exit: 4 years Not randomized. School-
administerad tasts,

High/Scope Perry Home vislts Entry: 3 to 4 years Randomized.
Preschool Project?s Preschool program

Exif: 5 years
(1962-1967)
Howard University Preschool program Entry: 3 years Comparison group from
Project?? nelghboring fracts.

Exit: 5 years Not randormized.
(1964-1966)
Institute for Home vislts Entry: 4 years Rondomized.
Developmental Studies?® Part-day preschool High attrition, School-

program Exlt: ¢ yoars administered tests,
(1963-1957) Parent center school (K-3)
Phitodelphic Project® Home vislts Entry: 4 years Matehed comparison group from
Port-day preschooi same kindergarten classes,
{1963-1954) program Exit: & yoars Not randomized, School-
adminlstered tests.

Verbal Inferaction Home visits Eniry: 2 to 3 years Six groups with three matched
Projscto comparnson groups.

Exit: 4 years Not randomized.
(1967-1972)

Notes

a rams are groupad such that those enroling children younger than three years old appear fist, followed by those enreling children afier age three,
B .;e”%g the relo?eg andnotes of the end of this arlicte for complete citations of the reports and/of studles in which progrom methods and outcomes ore described.

< Throupheaust Table 1, € refers to the expermnento! or intervention proup, and C refers to the conlima! or compatison group.

¢ |Q were measured using the WISC or WISC-R, unjess ofherwise noted.

C or E < C were statistically significant at the p < .05 lavel, ot least (that s, Ikely to hava occurred by chance no more than 6 times In 1003,
* glfgr%emianigfr?gesmﬂ? drl‘ferren::e get\geen the Ergng C groups was falty iarge but not statisticolly u%%ncam. pethaps because of smali sample sizes, Such outcomes

areindicoted as *E = €, but positive trend.”

GO
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Initiol Sarmple Follow-up Time of [ ek Schoo! Outcomes=
Size: Sample Size Foliow-up
E=44 E=36 Post high school E=Catoge 17 Achlevement tests. E= C
C =2l C=16 E =787
C=764 Special education: E< C, grade 12
E=5%C=29%
Grade retention: E=C
E=58%C=61%
High school greduation: E=C
E= 68%, C = 52%
E=116 £=102 Post high school E>Catage 13 Achievement tests £ = C, but
C=24 c=19 E=85.0 positive rend
C=91.0
Speclal Education: E = C, grade 7
E=13% C=15%
Grade refention: E = C, grade 7
E=10%C=156%
E =244 E =168 Grode 7 E=Catage i2 Math achievement: £ > C
C=68 C=5 E=921 Reading achlgvement: £ < C
C=889
Grade retention: E < C, grads 7
£=30% C=52%
E=58 E =58 Post high school E=Catage 14 Achlgvement tests: E> C
C=465 C=65 E=81.0
C=810 Grades: £ > C
Specual education: E = C, grade 12
= 37%, C = 50%
Grode retention: E = C, grode 12
= 16%, C =20%
High school graduation: E » C
E=67%. C=49%
E=238 E =30 Giade 4 Not measured Gradeo refemion E=C
C=49 C=69 E=33%.C=47%
E=312 E=43 Grade 7 Not measured Specicl education: E=C
=1¢1 C=34 E=0%C=13%
Grade retention: E= C
E=23% C=43%
E=40 E=44 Post high school E>»Catage 10 Achievement tests: E = C, but positive trend
C=353 C=37 on Stanford-
Binet Special education: E = C, grade 12
E=984 E=5% C=6%
C=917
Grade retention: E = C, grade 12
E=38% C=53%
E=111 E=79 Grade 3 E>Catgade 3 Achlevement tests: E > C
C=51 C=49 E=1019
C=93.6 Special educcﬂon E>C, grade 7
E=14%.C=
Grade retention: E = C, grade 7
= 13%. C = 52%
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usually thought to be the most rigorous
methodological approach.

Of the 36 studies included in this review,
7 of the 15 model program studies formed
comparison groups by random assign-
ment.5 None of the 21 large-scale public
program studies used random assignment.

Sample Size

Researchers commonly use statistical tests of
differences between groups to estimate the
likelihood that findings are due to the inter-
venton rather than to chance. These tests
can help determine whether the same
effects could be reproduced for the whaole
target population. A general principle
behind all of these tests is that it is much
harder to demonstrate a “statistically signifi-
cant” difference between groups (usually
defined as a result that would occur by
chance no more than 5 times out of 100)
when there are only a few participants than
when there are many.

Among the evaluatdons of model pro-
grams included in this review, two experi-
mental studies (Milwankee and the Early
Training Project) began with extremely
small sample sizes which provided these
studies with very little statistical power to

None of the 36 studies reviewed is perfect;
however, it is important to look at the
overall picture.

detect even fairly large effects. The large-
scale studies, just because more children
are involved, are at an advantage in having
greater statistical power to detect effects of
the services offered.

Attrition

Attrition (loss of swudy participants over
time) can be a serious problem for any study
First, because attrition means that fewer par-
ticipants remain, it reduces a study's statisti-
cal power to detect effects. Second, it
reduces confidence that (a) the final sample
is comparable to the initial sample and (b)
the final program and comparison groups
are comparable to each other. If the final
sample differs substantially from the origi-
nal, the results might not generalize to the
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original target population. If treatment and
comparison groups lose comparahility;, the
benefits of random assignment are lost, and
the results of a comparison can be totally
misleading,.

Among the model programs in this
review, four had attrition rates so high that
initial random assignment could have been
invalidated.1#182% Among the largescale
public programs, attrition appears to have
been a substantial problem for at least six
programs,3337.4-16

Measurement lssues

Researchers must make sure that the tests
they use to measure outcomes are adminis-
tered accurately and fairly to all participants
in the study. In many studies of early child-
hood programs, especially studies of large-
scale programs, standardized tests routinely
administered by schools often served as the
source of achievement test data for follow-
up. Although this strategy provided daca at
low cost, it had several unfortunate conse-
quences, including (1) less uniformity of test
administration and (2) lost data because
schools used different tests from year to year,
and not all children—especially those who
were retained in grade or in special educa-
tion programs—were tested.

Studies that relied on school-adminis-
tered tests would, at best, have less reliable
test scores and smaller sample sizes, At
worst, they would systematically have lost
more poorly performing students from
each year as the cumulative percentage of
children retained in grade and placed in
special education increased. Even when
studies administered their own achieve-
ment tests, other research design flaws
sometimes produced a similar distortion
of achievement comparisons over time, %35!
The effect on these studies would be to
gradually “erase” any differences between
program and comparison groups with
achievement test data as grade level
increased.

Among the studies reviewed, measure-
ment problems affect all of the large-scale
program studies?-5! and at least four
model program studies, 8212830 J¢ ig
important to note that measurement
problems do not affect the other findings
reported in those studies, such as effects
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on grade retention and special education
placement.

In sum, none of the 36 studies reviewed
in this article is perfect. However, while it is
important to acknowledge their weaknesses
and, perhaps, weigh studies of varying quali-
ty differently, it is also imporant to look at
the overall picture. Each of these studies isa
valuable addition to the literature and
should be reviewed with an eye toward what
it adds to our overall understanding of the
effects of ECCE programs,

Long-Term Study Findings
This section discusses the longterm effects
on cognitive development, school success,
and socialization reported by each study.
The results of each smdy’s longest follow-up
are reported in Tables 1 and 2 (for model
program and largescale program studies,
respectively) for outcorne measures that are
easily compared across studies—IQ, achieve-
ment, grade retention, special education
placement, and high schoo! graduation.
After the discussions of each type of out-
come, two key issues are discussed across all
outcomes: Did effects vary by characteristics
of the children served (for example, by age,
ethnicity, or gender)? Did effects vary with
program characteristics?

Effects on iQ
Although the general public tends to think
of intelligence as native cognitive ability

{how smart you are) and of IQ} tests as mea-
suring intelligence, there is considerable
disagreement among experts about what
constitutes intelligence, the extent to which
its development is influenced by the envi-
ronment, and what IQ tests measure.5?
There are doubts about how completely
and accurately I tests measure general
intellecrual ability, Nevertheless, researchers
often used I{) scores to gauge the success of
programs, and those results are reported in
the following section,

Model Programs

All of the model program studies reported
IQ gains at some point during or after chil-
dren’s program participation. In most
instances, effecis were sustained until
school entry at age five, at which time 10
studies reported effects between 4 and 11
IQ points,6.18.21.28-303740 the Milwaukee
study reported a gain of 25 points, and the
Syracuse study reported no effect. Three
studies did not measure IQ at school
Cntry_ 17,22,27

IQ effects persisted the longest (into
adolescence) in the two experimental stud-
ies that enrolled infants in full-day educa-
donal child care programs (Milwaukee and
Abecedarian). Although two other studies
that enrolled infants did not find persistent
IQ effects, both were quasi-experimen-
tal202! and one ceased serving children
before age three.2!

© Jefrey Sylveser/fPG Irdemaohonat
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Table 2
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Large-Scale Public

Early Child

(1969-1970; 1970-1971»

Progiram Nomeh Ages of Paricipation Dasign Initial
(Years of Oparation) Sample Stzes
Child-Parent Center Entry: 3 or 4 years Cgrpgng tormer CPC children with non- E =684
(1965-1977 Exit: 9 veors CIFC ehiidren from same feeder schools. C=2304
Child-Parent Center |13 Entry: 3 or 4 years Compared former CPC children with Unknown
(1983-1985) Exi: 9 years saverct other groups,
Cinelnnatl Title | Preschool® Entry: 4 or 5 years Compared children who attended full-day E =688
kindergarten and mastly had preschool C =524
{1949-1670; 1970-1971) Exit: & yoars with children who attended hatf-day
kindergarten and mostly had no
preschoot,
Maryland Extended Eniry: 4 years Compared attenders to nonatendars, Unknown
Elementary Pre-K . Including only ch!!grgf? conltinuously
Exit: & years anrolied in school lct (kindergarten
(1977-1980) to grade 5). ©
New York State Experimental Entry: 3 or 4 years Compared attenders with children in same 1.800/
Prekindergarten’s o district on walting iist and with chiidren in
Exit: & years cther districts with no prekindergarten
(1975-1976) program.
Detrolt Head Start and Entry: 4 yaors Compor'e'd chiidren who had attended Unknown
Tile | Preschool Head Start or Title | preschool with children
Exit: & years who were eligible but did not attend,
(1972-1973)
DC Public $chocls and Entry: 4 years Compared chiidren who aftended public E =372
Head Starty? school preschool or Head Start with C =89
Exit: 5 years children in some kindergartens who
(19846-1987) had rot,
Feondda Lecrn to Leam ond Entry: 4 years Compared chiidren who aftended LTL E=45
Head Start preschool or Head Start ot age 4 (F) C=45
Exit: & yaars with children who siaried schooi in
(1986-1987) kindergarten (C).
Phitadelphia School District Entry: 4 yaears Compared children in enriched K-3 program E=1,082
Get Set and Head Stark® (foliow-through) who had and had not C=1615
Euxit; 5 years attended preschool,

Notas

o Programs are g;g%m 7uch that pubiic school program studies are listed first, followed by program studias Invoiving both public school programs and Head Start, ang
o8,

then all Head

b Sae the related endnates ot the end of this article for complete citetlons of the reports and/or studies In which progrom methods and outcomes are described.

¢ Throughout Table 2, E refers 1o the experimental or intervention groun, and C rafers 1o the confrol or comparison groun,

@ Quteomes listed o5 £ > € ar E < C ware statistiodly
In some Ingtances, the ditference between the E a
are indicated as “E = C. but posifive trend.”

it ot the
C Qroups was

fa

« .05 lova. at leost (thot Is, ikely to have occuned
Irly large but not statistically significant, perhaps because of small sample sizes. Such outcomes

by

* Resuils may be biosed because children were not randomiy assigned to experimental and control or comparnison groups,
! No prelest was given to assess/control for Initial differences between groups.
¢ Rasuits may be blasedt because school-administered tests were used fo measure achlevemsnt,

"' Results may be blasad becouse of high aitition rotes,

I Design fiaws blos the estimated effect of the program on children’s achievement toward zero,

i The nidmibears of childien in expenmental and compaonison groups wele not repofied separately.

chonce no more thon 5 times In 100,
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Follow-up Time of Last School Outcomes Methodolegical Concerns
Sumple Size Follow-up
E=513 Post high Achiovement tests: Not randomized ¢ No pretest t
C=2a4 schoot E>Catgrade 2 School-cdministered tests o
E=Cat grade 8 '
High school graduation: E > C
E=62% C=4%%
£ =757 Grade 7 Achievement tasts: £ > C for grades K fo 7 Not randemized. No prefest
C=130 Schoal-administersd tests.
Special education: E<C
E=12% C=22%
Grade retention: E< C
E= 24%. C = 34%
E=410 Grade & Achlevement tests: E > C for grades 1, 5, and 8 Not randemized. No pretest,
C =141 School-agdministered tests
Special education: E = C, grade 8
E=5%C=11%
Grade retention: £ = C, grade 8
E=%.C=12%
E =356 Graode 8 Achigvement tests: E > C for grades 3, 5. and 8 Not randomized. No pretest, High
C =306 affitlon »
Special education: E < C, grads 8 Schooladministered tests.
E=15% C=22%
Grade retention; E < C, grade 8
E=31% C=45%
£=1348 Grode 3 Achievernent tests: Not randomized. High attrition,
C =258 E = C In kindergarten
E=Cingrade 1
Special education; E=C
E=2%C=5%
Grade retention: E< C
E=16%C=21%
Unknown Grade 4 Achlevernent tests: £ > C In grade 4 Not rondomized, No pretest
School-administered tests.
Bias toward no effect.!
E varles Crades 4and 5 | Achlevement tests: £ = C in grades 3o 5 Not randomized. Bios toward no effect.
C varies High attrition,
Special education: E = C, grade 4
E=10% C=9%
Grade retention: E = C, grade 4
E=31% C=38%
CE = gg Grade é Achlevement tests: E=C Not randomized. No pretest.
) Special educafion: E=C
Grade retention: E=C
E = 488 Grades 4 to 8. Achlevement tests E=C Not randomiized. No pretest,
C =524 varies by Blas toward no effect. High atrition.
cohort Grade retention: E > C School-administered tests,
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Table 2 (continued)
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-‘large-Scale Public Early Childhood Programse

Program Name® Ages of Paniicipation Design inlticl
{Years of Operation) Sample Size-
Seattte DISTAR and Heacdt Start4 Entry; 4 years Compared chiidren who had attended E=92
Head Start and DISTAR with matched C = unknown
(1970-1971) Exit: 5 years children from same school and grades.
Cincinnatl Head Stant+ Entry: 4 years Compared third graders who had attended Unknown
Head Start with those who had not.
(1948-1969) Ewit: § yoous
Detrolt Head Startz Entry: 4 yoors Compared chiidren who hod attended Unknowrn
Head Start with chiidren in Title |
(1969-1970) Exit: 5 yoars alementary programs.
ETS Longitudincl Study of Entry: 4 or 5 years Compared children who went to Head Start 1.875
Head with children who went o other preschools
Exit: & or & years or no preschool.
(1969-1970; 1970-1971)
Harlford Head Storpa Entry: 4 years Compared chlldren who hod offended 2903
Head Start with those who had not,
(1965-1966) Exit: & yoars
Kanowha County, West Virginia Enfry: 4 years Compated chitdren who had aftended Unknown
Head Storts Heod Start with low-Income children
Exit 5 yaars who had not,
(1973-1974)
Montgomery County, Marvtand Entry: 4 years Compared children who had attended sight E=1915
Head Starf« or nine months with those who had C=419
Exit 5 years atended one month or less,
(1970-1971; 1974-1975;
1978-197%)
NBER-NLSCM Head Start¥? Entry: 3 to S years Comparad childrén who had attended Urknown
Head Start with those who had not,
(1979-198% Exit: 5 10 6 years
New Haven Head Start Entry: 4 yoars Compared chitdren who attended Head E =41
Start with those who had not. C=48
(19468-1949) Exit: 5 ysors
Pannsylvania Head Start® Entry: 3 to & years Compared children who attended Head E=98
Start with children whe had applied C = unknown
(1984-1987) Exit: & to & years but had not been admitted.
Rome, Georgla, Head Starts Entry: & yoors Compared ¢children who attended Heod E=130
Start with all children In first grade =88
(1966) Exil: 6 yoors in disodvantaped schools In 1965,
Enry: 4 or & years Compared children who aftended Head Unknown

Westinghouse National
Evaluation of Head Starts

Q1965-1966)

Exlt: & or & years

Start with those who did not (matched
within grade).

Notes
@ rams are
&"Sﬁ ol Head gon studiias,

¢ Throughout Tabie 2, E refers to the experimenital or intervention group. and C refars fo the oontrol oF coMmparson group.,

¢ Oufcomesus-redcwE>CorE<Cwereafa?i‘mcaWﬁgmﬂcamoﬂhe§:°< 05 level, ot jeast (thot is,

In some Instances, ne ditfetence
are indlcoted as *

tweenmel‘:u
= C, but positive fren:

C groups was

aly 1o have occured by chanhce no more than 5 tirmes In 1000,
ity large Hut not sfotmlcolly slgnlﬂcom perhaps becouss of small sample sizes, SUCh oulcomes

such that public school program studles are listed firet, followed by program studles Involving both publie schoo! programs and Head Start, and
b Sae the related endnotes ot the end of this aricle for complate cliations of the reports and/or studies in which program methods and outcomes are described,
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Follow-up Time of Last S5chool Outcomes Methodological Concerns
Sample Size Foliow-up
E=44 Grades 6 and 8 § Achievement tests: E = C, but positive trend. in Not rondomized. No pretest.
C=20 grades 6 and 8 High attrifion. School-administored tests
Unknown Grade 3 Achisvement tests: E = C in grade 3 Not randemized No pretest,
Bias toword no effect.
Unknown Grade 4 Achievement tests: E > C in grade 4 Not randomized. No pretest,
School-administered tests. Bias toward
no etfect,
852 Grade 3 Achievernent tasts: Not randomized. High attiion,
E>Clingrade ! Bics toward no effect.
E=Cin grades 2 ond 3
E =148 Grade 6 Achievement tests: E = C in grade 6 Not randomized. Ne pretest. High
C =50 aftritlon. School-administered tests.
Speclal education: E=C
E=8% C=10%
Grade retention; E< C
E=10% C=22%
tUnknown Grade 3 Achievement tests: E = C in grade 3 Not randomized. No pretest.
School-administered tests. Bias toward
no effect.
E =186 Grade 1N Achievement tests: Not randomized. Possibly no pretests.
C=T112 E = C, but negative frend in most grades High athitiors School achievement tests.
E> Cingrade 11
é = ::487!0 Grade varles Achlevermnent tests: E=C Not randomized. No pretest.
' Grade retention: £ » C, whites only
E=35 Grade 3 Achievement tosts: Not randomized. No pretest. High atition.
C=26 E>Cingrade | Bias toword no effect.
E=Cingrade 3
Grade refention E<C
E=18%.C=35%
E=54 Grade 3 Achievement tests: E = C, but positive trend, Not randemized. No pretest.
C=18 in grades 2 and 3
E=94 Post high Achievement tests; Not randomized. No pretest. School-
C =60 school E>Cingrade 5 administerad tests.
E = Cin grades 6 and above
Special education: E<C
Ex11% C=25%
Grade retention: E= C
E=51% C=63%
E=1.988 Grades 110 3 Achievement tests: Not randomized. No prefest. Bias
C=1992 E>Cingrade ! toward no effect.

E=Cingrades2and 3
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Large-Scale Programs

Only one of the large-scale program studies
provided IQ) data using tests comparable o
those used in the model program studies.*
A small number of studies®43.4 provided
results on a test of language ability, and
another®! administered a test of cognitive
ability. In any event, only one large-scale
program study found effects on these vari-
ous tests of linguistic or cognitive ability
after children exited ECCE and entered
school #7

Effects on Achievement
Achievement tests measure ability and
knowledge in the subjects of reading and
mathematics. Compared with I1Q) tests, they
are more focused on academic accomplish-
ment and the acquisition of what is taught in
school.

Model Programs

Estimated effects on standardized achieve-
ment tests varied among the model pro-
gram studies. Five of 11 stdies with
achievement test data found statistically
significant positive effects beyond third
grade.!51825.2630 Fyidence of effects was
strongest among the experimental stud-

The findings constitute overwhelming
evidence that ECCE can produce sizable

improvements in school success.

ies that had used random assignment to
form comparison groups. Achievement
effects were found through second grade
(Milwaukee}, fourth grade (Florida},
and into junior high school (Abecedarian
and Perry). In contrast, only one of the
quasi-experimental studies of model
programs found long-term effects on
achievement.?0

Large-Scale Programs

The achievement test results of the large-
scale program studies were quite variable.
Four found no effects at any timeS4la4
Five found initial effects that faded and
ceased to be statistically significant by the
end of third grade33445 The others
found stasstically significant effects in third
grade or later, though the patterns of effects
over time are variable.
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The variation in findings with respect to
achievement could be the result of (1) the
basic design weakness of quasi-experimental
studies, (2) exceptionally high attrition rates
for achievernent test data that both reduced
sample size and biased comparisons toward
finding no effec33804 or (8) some of the
measurement problems described in the
section above, 134851

Effects on School Progress and
Placement

School outcomes were also measured by
rates of grade retention, special education,
and high school graduation.

Grade Retention and Special
Education in Mode! Programs

Across all studies, the findings were relative-
ly uniform and constitute overwhelming evi-
dence that ECCE can produce sizable
improvements in school success, All but one
of the model program studies reported
grade retention and special education rates,
and in all of these the rates are lower for the
program group. The one model program
study that did not report rates (Syracuse)
simply reported that there was no statistical-
ly significant difference. The estimated
effects for the mode! programs are not
always statistically significant given the small
sample sizes; but in most instances, they are
large enough to be of practical importance.
Despite small sample sizes, statistical signifi-
cance on one or the other was found in five
model program studies, 16182125 and anoth-
er, the Perry Preschool study, found signifi-
cant effects on the rate of placement for
mild mental retardation and for number of
years of special education,

Grade Retention and Special
Educadition in Large-Scale Progroms
Statistically significant effeces on grade
retention or special education were found
in 8 of the 10 largescale program studies
that collected relevant data. The failure to
find significant effects in two studies
appears to be the result of relatively low
rates of retention and special education
placement in the community as a whole
{Cincinnati Title I) and/or initial differ-
ences between the groups (Washington,
DC). Both of these circumstances would
make it harder to demonstrate a differ-
ence between the experimental and com-
parison groups.®




High Schoot Graduation

Three model program studies and two
large-scale program studies had sufficiently
long follow-ups to assess effects on high
school graduation rates. 2223263150 All five
estimated that ECCE had a large effect on
the graduation rate, though only the three
stadies with larger sample sizes found the
effect to be statistically significant. However,
added supportis provided by the other stud-
ies that find effects on achievement, grade
retention, or special education place-
ment—ali of which are predictive of high
school graduation, 265859

Effects on Socialization

Although the primary focus of long-term
studies of ECCE has been on cognitive devel-
opment and school success, socialization
(the learning and adoption of socially
accepted values and behavior) has received
some attention, particularly in the model

program studies.

Increased aggression at school entry had
been found for three studies in which chil-
dren began child care as infants, 202160 but
there is no evidence that this aggression per-
sisted. Indeed, two of those stadies found
that program children had better classroom
behavior later,?2! and two other studies
reported that children were rated by ele-
mentary school teachers as better adjusted
socially.’” ¥ Two studies found no significant
effects on primary grade teacher radngs of
classroom behavior. 1826

Long-term positive effects on social-
ization were evident not only in teacher
ratings, but also in parent ratings in one
study® and in data on delinquency and
crime in the only two studies that sought
these out.?%26 In addition, several model
ECCE programs were found to increase
pride in school achievement.®! The Perry
Preschool study provides the longest and
most intensive follow-up study of effects
on socialization.?6 It found that ECCE
was associated with increased commit-
ment to school, better relationships with
friends and neighbors, greater adult eco-
nomic success, and, for girls, increased
marriage and fewer out-ofwedlock births.
(For further review of this set of out-
comes, especially effects on crime and
delinquency, see the article by Yoshikawa
in this journal issue.)
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Child Characteristics and Effects
One of the most important policy questions
is whether ECCE programs appear to have
different effects on different groups of chil-
dren. This sort of question usually can be
addressed by examining the results within a
study (if the researcher actually cornpared
groups of children) or by examining results
across studies that served different groups of
children.

In general, there do not appear to be
large variations in effects for children from
low-income families, though this question
has not received much attention. Qutside
this range, family income becomes relevany
the same effects would not be expected for
children from higher-income families whose
development is not impacted by poverty.

One possible exception to this general
rule is gender. Four experimental studies
of model programs (Abecedarian, Houston,
Perry, Early Training Project} found larger
effects on achievement test scores for
low-income girls than boys, though the dif
ferences were not necessarily statistically sig-

Four experimental studies of model programs

Jound larger effects on achievement test
scores for low-income girls than boys.

nificant. Two of these studies found that
graduation rates were higher for girls than
for boys (Perry, Early Training Project).
Results of the quasi-experimental studies of
model programs are less consistent with this
picture, and none of the large-scale studies
which explicitly tested for gender differ-
ences found any.

While it is true that these reported gen-
der differences could be statistical flukes,
the findings occur with enough consistency
in some of the best quality studies that it is
reasonable to conclude that the possibility
of gender differences warrants further
attenson.

Program Characteristics

and Effects

Another important policy question is
whether particular types of programs or con-
steilations of services appear to be more
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effective than others. Again, one can try to
answer this question by examining results
both within and across studies,

Comparison of Model Programs

with Community Child Care

Of the 36 studies in the review, only the
Abecedarian study investigated the poten-
tial effects of the comparison group’s par-
ticipation in other forms of ECCE.8
Comparison group children who had
attended community ECCE programs that
met federal guidelines for quality®® were
found to have higher IQ scores than com-
parison group children with litde or no
ECCE experience. The estimated effect at
school entry was roughly half the size of
the effect of the Abecedarian program,

Head Start and Other Early

Childhood Programs

Anather issue addressed by some within-
study comparisons is the relative effective-
ness of Head Start compared with other
ECCE programs, usually public school
preschool programs. Public school pro-
grams might be thought o be more effec-
tive because they pay much higher salaries
than Head Start and can attract better-

To have any effect at all, schoolage services
must be more than add-ons to a preschool

program.

qualified staff, but Head Start offers a
broader range of services. The studies
reviewed here all reported smaller effects
for Head Start. 22363839 Of course, Head
Start children tend to be more disadvan-
taged; therefore, with one exception, these
comparisons could be affected by preexist-
ing differences between the two popula-
tons, The exception, a study that randomly
assigned children to either a model pro-
gram which centinued through first grade
or to Head Start, found that the model
program produced a larger effect on long-
term achievement.38

Age of Enfry into the ECCE Program

A number of the older model program stud-
ies were designed to investigate the effects of
age of entry and duration of services on
child development.’82325% None found sig-
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nificant effects from earlier entry (for exam-
ple, from entry at age two rather than three
years).% Unfortunately, these studies tended
to have such small sample sizes and such
high attrition that only very large effects
could have been detected, and the results
cannot be considered very conchusive. The
Child Parent Center I study®? was the only
other study to estimate the long-term effects
of variations in age of entry, and it found no
advantage for children who entered at age
three compared with children who entered
at age four.

Etfectiveness of Add-on

Schoolage Services

Inmitively, it makes sense that, if preschool is
good for children, then continuing to pro-
vide them with enhanced services during
their subsequent school years ought to be
even better. Two studies provide information
about the effects of such extended elemen-

tary programs.

In the Abecedarian study, half of the pro-
gram and control groups were randomly
assigned to a special schoolage program at
age five, enabling the researchers o com-
pare the effects of ECCE alone, ECCE plus
an enriched schoolage program, the
schoolage program alone, and no interven-
tion. The schoolage program was provided
for the first three years of elementary school
and consisted of biweekly home visits in
which teachers provided individualized
supplemental activities in partnership with
parents and social supports for families, By
adolescence the resulis were clear
Substantial effects on I), achievement, and
school progress were produced by ECCE
alone. The schoolage program was largely
ineffective and, as an add-on to ECCE, had
no effects on IQ) and only mixed effects on
school success and achievement.

In contrast, the CPC II study found that
enriched elementary school services added
substantially to the effects of ECCE, with the
size of the effect increasing directly with
the number of years of enhanced elemen-
tary services. One possible explanation for
the difference in results between the
Abecedarian and the CPC II studies is that
the two research teams studied different pro-
grams, While the Abecedarian program was
a modest supplement to the children’s
school experience, the CPC II program




changed the elementary school in marked
ways: classes were smaller, additional class-
room and support staff were added, and
parent involvement was emphasized. An
alternative explanation is that the parents
who sought out and continued participation
in CPC II somehow differed from thase who
did not (that is, they differed from the con-
trol group), and it is those differences rather
than the intervention that led to the
observed benefits.

In any event, it seems clear that, to have
any effect at all, schoolage services must be
more than add-ons to a preschool program,
These services must actually change the
learning environment in some significant
ways before they can be expected to pro-
duce benefits in addition to those produced
by ECCE.

Conclusions

Many studies have investigated the long-term
effects of preschool programs on disadvan-
taged children, but they are far from equal in
their capacity to inform public policy. One
conservative view of the literature would be
that only two studies provide sufficiendy valid
estimates of the effects of ECCE—the
Abecedarian and Perry Preschool smidies.
The other experiments are impaired by vari-
ous methodological problems such as small
sample size, attrition, and selection bias.

Of course, this is much too narrow a view.
The Abecedarian and Perry programs each
served African-American children in small
cities, so focusing on them limits the conclu-
sions that we can draw to those populations.
The other studies can add a great deal to our
understanding of ECCE programs in terms
of types of programs, populatons served,
and social and historical context. Thus, infor-
mation from these other studies may and
should be used to supplement the informa-
tion from the stronger studies, especially if
their short-term findings, at least, are consis-
tent with those of existing experiments,

It is from this perspective that the con-
cluding section returns to the policy ques-
tions posed at the beginning of this article.

What Are the Effects of ECCE
and How Long Do They Persist?

The weight of the evidence establishes that
ECCE can produce Jarge effects on IQ dur-
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ing the early childhood years and sizable
persistent effects on achievement, grade
retention, special education, high school
graduation, and socialization. in particular,
the evidence for effects on grade retention
and special education is overwhelming,
Evidence is weaker for persistent achieve-
ment effects, but this weakness is probably
the result of flaws in study design and follow-
up procedures. Evidence for effects on high
school graduation and delinquency is strong
but based on a smaller number of studies.

These effects are large enough and
persistent enough to make a meaningful
difference in the lives of children from
low-income families: for many children,
preschool programs can mean the differ-
ence between failing and passing, regular
or special education, staying out of trouble
or becoming involved in crime and delin-
quency, dropping out or graduating from

high school.
high s 0

Do Effects Vary with the
Population Served or
Type of Program?

Benefits from ECCE programs appear (o be
produced via a number of different types of
programs and across a number of different
groups of children. Indeed, the best predic-
tor of the size of program cffects may be the
size of the gap between the program and

Preschool programs can mean the difference

between failing and passing, regular or

special education, or staying out of trouble.

home as learning environments, rather than
whether a child is 2 member of a particular
group. Thus, effects might be expected o be
largest for the most disadvantaged, though
there is no evidence that meaningful effects
cease if a child’s family moves above the
poverty line. Indeed, there is even some sug-
gestion at the other end of the income spec-
trum that children from very well-off families
may suffer from ECCE inferior to that pro-
vided by their homes.

The most interesting hint with respect 1o
variations in effects with child characteristics

43



achicvement and attainment might be
greater for girls than for boys, The reason is
unclear, but because boys from low-income
families fare so poorly in the educational
system (twice as many boys as girls are in
special education), further research on this
topic is warranted, Possibly, teaching meth-
ods could be altered in ECCE or in elemen-
tary schools to better accommodate the
needs of these boys,

With respect to program characteristics,
evidence about when programs should
begin and how long they should last is
mixed. The notion that development is
more easily influenced earlier suggests that
earlier programs should have larger effects.
This notion is confirmed by cross-study com-
parisons but receives little support from
within-study comparisons. One possible
explanation for the apparent contradiction
is that within-study comparisons have tended
to look at very limited age differences such
as the effect of beginning at three rather
than four years of age, The more important
difference may be between beginning in
tnfancy versus beginning later, Also, research
on brain development indicates that the
same effects on brain development can pro-
duce different effects on cognitive and social
development depending on the age at
which they occur® Thus, ECCE beginning
with infants and continuing to kindergarten
may be required to produce persistent
effects on If) and may produce larger effects
on academic success and, perhaps, on social-
ization as well,

Guidance with respect to the effects of
enriched elementary school prograrns is lim-
ited and mixed. Despite the inmitive appeal
of the idea that fade-cut in the benefits of
ECCE might occur without prolonged inter-
vention, the empirical support for this view is
extremely weak. Fade-out is more apparent
than real for all measures except IQ); pro-
longed effects on achievement, school suc-
cess, and socialization occur without
schoolage intervention. The only direct sup-
port for the need for prolonged, schoolage
intervention comes from a single quasi-
experimental study? However, improve-
ments in elementary education for children
who attend poor quality schools would be
expected to contribute independenty to
child development including IQ, achieve-
ment, and school success and might be a way
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to improve long-term educational outcomes
for boys.8

To What Extent Con Findings Be
Generalized to Existing Public
and Private Programs?

Research supports the view that large-scale
public ECCE programs can produce long-
term cognitive and academic benefits for
disadvantaged children. Comparison of esti-
mated long-term effects between model
programs and largescale programs indi-
cates that the latter tend to have smaller
effects, perhaps because model programs
provided higher quality services than many
of the largescale public programs. Of
course, the extent to which the large-scale
public programs that were studied accurate-
ly reflect today’s large-scale public programs
generally is unknown, Nevertheless, there is
a risk that today’s public programs will not
produce the desired benefits because they
are lower in quality (Jarger classes, fewer
staff members, less educated staff, poorer
supervision) than the model programs.

Crossstudy and withinstudy compar-
isons suggest that Head Start has been less
effective than better-funded public schaol
programs, although these comparisons suf-
fer from methedological problems that
reduce confidence in the resuits. Neverthe-
less, these findings are consistent with the
view that quality matters, a view recently
endorsed explicitly by a national panel
examining the future of Head Start.5

Costs, Benefits, and Financing

It should be evident that ECCE can produce
substantial improvements in the cognitive
development and educational success of dis-
advantaged children. The bestknown
source of support for this view, the Perry
Preschool study, does not stand alone, and
its effects are not unusually large. Much larg-
er effects might be produced by the
Abecedarian program model, From this per-
spective, the benefit-cost analysis of the Perry
Preschool program provides a conservative
estimate of the potental returns to public
investrent in ECCE.% Results of this benefit-
cost analysis are presented in Table 3.

As can be seen in Table 3, the present
value of benefits (the current value of a
future stream of costs of benefits)® of the
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Table 3
.Present Value of Costs and Benefits per Child in

1990 Dollars Discounted ot o Rea! Rate of 3%

Recipients of Costs and Benefils
Cost or Benefit
Whole Preschool General
Society Participants Public
Preschool Coste -§ 12,356 $ 0 -5 12,356
Meosured Benefits
Child Care 738 738 0
K - 12 Education 6,872 0 6,872
Adult Educction 283 0 283
Colleged -868 0 -868
Employmente 14,498 10,269 4229
Crime 42,044 0 49,044
Welfare 219 -2,193 2412
Benefit Subtotal § 70,876 $ 8814 $61,972
Projected Benefits
Earnings 15,833 11.215 4618
Crime 21,337 8] 21,337
Welfare 46 -460 506
Tolal Benefits $108,002 $19,569 $ 88,433
Net Present Value $ 95.646 $ 19,569 $ 76,077

 Costs and cost increases appear as negative numbers.

®some small portion of college costs is likely to have been bome by the pariclpants, but this could not be esti-
mated from the avaltoble informnation.

°The benefits reported for employment include oll costs pald by the employer to hire a particioant, Allocation

to particlpants and the general pubfic assume that: (1) the marginal tax rate is 25%, (2) the value of fringe ben-
oftts received by the employes equals 10% of salary, and (3) the value of other finge benefits pald by the
emplayer {for example, the employer’s share of Social Security payments) equols 10% of sotary.

Perry program greatly exceeded costs for
both program participants and the general
public. This is true even if all benefits from
reductions in delinquency and crime were
totally omitted. The national cost of failing
to provide at least two years of quality ECCE
is extremely high, on the order of $100,0600
for each child born into poverty, or $400 bil-
lion for all poor children under five
today.®" An immediate and substantial
increase in public support for ECCE is war-
ranted, therefore, on economic grounds
alone. However, the appropriate public pol-
icy response is more complex than provid-

ing two years of quality Head Start ic every
poor child.

Thirty years ago, when fewer than 25% of
mothers of children under six were in the
work force, a twoyear haif-day preschool pro-
gram for poor children might have seemed
like an appropriate response. Today, it does
not. In 1990, nearly half of the children
under age three were cared for by someone
other than a parent. (See the article by
Hemandez in this journal issue.) For poor
children, welfare reform that requires moth-
ers to work outside the home will greatly



increase the numbers in the future,
Moreover, whether or not children are poor,
the quality of the ECCE services they receive
is important for their development. Poor
quality ECCE could be detrimental to the
development of any child at any age. It is no
longer just the benefits of quality ECCE for
disadvantaged children that are at stake.

Bringing ECCE services to all children
who could benefit from them will not be
cheap. Realistically, the cost of serving all
poor children under age five years in quality
partday or fullday (depending on need)
ECCE programs couid be as high as $25 bil-
lion or $30 billion per year. If to this amount
were added sizable subsidies to nonpoor
families to encourage them to purchase
quality ECCE, the total cost could approach
5% of the federal budget (though the cost
could be shared by state government, as
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well). However, based on the evidence pre-
sented above, these costs would be offser
over time by reductions in social problems
that cost society far more each year.

A more comprehensive strategy is need-
ed to increase the public and private
resources devoted 1o ECCE, Such a strategy
might include a public information cam-
paign to explain the importance of ECCE
quality to parents, paid parental leave for
parents of children under one year of age,
and public funding for accredited ECCE on
a sliding scale with full funding of quality
care for children in poverty and partial fund-
ing for many more children.”® Other alter-
natives are available, but the important point
is thar the nation needs to move ahead with
public support for ECCE. Current policies
are penny wise and pound foolish, inexcus-
ably costly in human and financial terms.
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SUMMARY OF THE PRISM EVALUATION OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY’S
HEAD START PROGRAM - 2001

SUMMARY

In 2001, Montgomery County’s Head Start program underwent a mandated evaluation by
the federal Department of Health and Human Services. The results of this evaluation
commended the County’s Head Start program overall, but also identified several areas of
concern or non-compliance with federal Head Start regulations. Each of the concerns
identified was corrected by the Montgomery County Head Start program to the satisfaction
of the federal regulatory agency within the required time frame.

BACKGROUND

Every Head Start program is required to undergo an on-site federal assessment once every
three years conducted by the Department of Health & Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families (ACF). ACF uses the Program Review Instrument for Systems
Monitoring (PRISM) to conduct the evaluation. PRISM is both a set of monitoring
instruments and a process used to conduct the review. PRISM is based upon the Head
Start Program Performance Standards and all other applicable regulations.

The goal of the evaluation is to allow ACF to ensure that Head Start grantees deliver the
type and scope of services required by relevant legislation, regulations, and policies that
govern the administration of Head Start programs. Through its monitoring reviews, ACF
assesses the degree to which grantees meet minimum requirements and determines which
grantees require technical assistance,

ACF conducted an on-site review of the Montgomery County Head Start Program in
September 2001 and formally sent the results of the evaluation to the Montgomery County
Community Action Agency on October 18, 2001.

FINDINGS

The overall results of the PRISM evaluation were positive. Although the evaluation
identified several areas of non-compliance, the concerns did not constitute a formal
“deficiency” in the program and therefore did not require the development of a Quality
Improvement Plan. Major findings of the PRISM review were the following:

e Schedules indicate a healthy balance of teacher-directed, child-initiated, small
group, and individual activities. Children are appropriately screened, assessed,
referred, and supported with proper materials.
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e The Head Start program has a large number of formal and informal Community
Partnerships with a variety of agencies that serve low income families. Partners
stated that not only had they been able to provide additional services for Head Start
families, but that their programs had benefited from their association with Head

Start.

e Agency records are complete and accurate, and management monitors all aspects of
the program.

¢ All Management Systems are in good order. However, certain management and
program issues need correction or improvement, including:
o Minimum length of time children spend in class each day;
Self-assessment tools;
Staff performance reviews;
Organizational and financial systems structure; and
Classroom and playground safety.

0000

AREAS OF CONCERN/NON-COMPLIANCE

The PRISM review identified the following specific concerns/non-compliance issues:

Program Design and Management

1. The Head Start program is not meeting the minimum time requirement for
children to be in class (a minimum of 3.5 to a maximum of 6 hours of class
time per day is required). 89% of the program’s federally-funded enroliment
attended classes less than 3.5 hours in length.

2. The required annual program self-assessment did not cover all the Head Start
areas.

3. The Community Action Agency’s organizational structure did not adequately
address major program and fiscal responsibilities. This can lead to problems
controlling program quality, maintaining program accountability, and ensuring
consistent quality of service for children and families.

4. Required annual performance reviews of each Head Start staff member were
not conducted.

5. The Community Action Agency and Montgomery County Public Schools had
not established a system for documenting and categorizing the actual costs of
organization-wide development and administrative costs.

6. Financial reports did not include ali federal dollars, creating an incompiete
financial picture.

7. Playgrounds at several centers contained broken and developmentally
inappropriate equipment and other minor safety issues.
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Child Development and Health Services
1. The nutrition program did not serve a variety of cultural and/or ethnic foods
that would broaden children’s food experiences.
2. Fire extinguishers were not readily available, although all of the classrooms did
have a sprinkler system.,

CORRECTIVE ACTION

On February 5, 2002, the Montgomery County Head Start program responded to the non-
compliance findings with a detailed listing of corrective actions taken. Actions taken by

the nraeram included the Fn“nuging:
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¢ (lasses (for federally-eligible students) were increased to 3 hours and 15 minutes
in length with an extended number of class days, leading to an annual class time
per student that exceeds Head Start requirements.

s Oversight was enhanced by increasing the position of Head Start Coordinator to
full-time and improving the grants financial review processes.

¢ The annual self-assessment was expanded to include all Head Start areas.

o The Office of Finance identified all development and administrative costs relating
to the Head Start grant and established two new index codes to capture
administrative costs on a continual basis.

¢ Financial reports were corrected to include federal dollars,

e All Head Start staff will have annual performance reviews.

¢ Fire extinguishers were ordered for each classroom.

¢ Repairs and/or other maintenance measures were initiated to eliminate playground
safety hazards,

» MCPS food menus were shown to include a variety of appealing, quality, and
nutritious meals that are respectful of each student’s needs and differences.

Montgomery County’s corrective action plan was formally accepted in May 2002. The
ACT noted that with the corrective actions the County’s program will “satisfy the
requirements set forth in the Head Start Performance Standards and regulations.”
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EXPLANATION OF NEW FEDERAL REGULATIONS GOVERNING
TRANSPORTATION OF HEAD START STUDENTS

SUMMARY

New federal Head Start program regulations require passenger restraints for Head Start
students and a bus monitor (or other trained adult) to be on board all buses that transport
Head Start students. As a recipient of federal Head Start funds, Montgomery County’s
Head Start program must comply with these new federal regulations no later than January

2004,

Preliminary estimates by MCPS staff are that it will cost at least $2 million for the County
to comply with the new transportation regulations.

BACKGROUND

The Head Start Improvement Act of 1992 required the federal Head Start program to
develop regulations for the safe transportation of Head Start children. The federal process
of developing these regulations took nearly a decade to complete and the regulations were
finalized on January 18, 2001.

In sum, the new federal regulations require the following of Head Start programs:

e By 1/20/02 to use bus drivers that have a Commercial Driver’s License (CDLY,

¢ By 1/20/04 to equip vehicles with height and weight appropriate child restraint
systems;

¢ By 1/20/04 to provide at ieast one bus monitor (with training) on board each
vehicle at all times (can be volunteer); and

e By 1/18/06 to use only school buses or allowable alternate vehicles that comply
with federal standards applicable to school buses for “crash survivability and
mirrors.”

Previously, Head Start transportation policies consisted of a series of “advisory”
memoranda published by the federal Administration for Children and Families with
varying degrees of implementation among Head Start programs. Additionally, the lack of
uniformity among State regulations for Head Start transportation services and oversight
was a primary determinant in the decision to create mandatory, nationwide standards.

Key reports that influenced the direction of the federal Head Start regulations included
findings from the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) and guidelines issued by
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA):

o The NHTSA’s 1999 guidelines for the Safe Transportation of Pre-School Age
Children in School Buses includes the recommendation to use weight appropriate
child safety restraint systems for pre-school age children based on “conclusive
crash test results.”
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* A 1999 NTSB report in response to four accidents in which children were killed
while being transported by school vans (including one Head Start child)
recommended that “Head Start children be transported in vehicles built to Federal
school bus structural standards or the equivalent” and that the NHTSA Safe
Transportation guidelines be mandated by rule.

Most Head Start providers across the country provide transportation even though it has not
been required. Currently, approximately 75% of all Head Start programs offer
transportation services to some or all of their enrolied children; and about 53% of all Head
Start enrolled children receive transportation services.

PROVISION FOR WAIVER

Waiver authority was added to the final rule so that, on a case-by-case basis, the
Department of Health and Human Services may permit exclusion from one or more
requirements of the final rule based on “good cause.” According to the regulations, “good
cause” will only exist if “adherence to a requirement of the Part itself causes a safety
hazard in the circumstances faced by the Head Start, Early Head Start, or delegate agency.”

IMPLICATIONS FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY’S HEAD START PROGRAM

Montgomery County’s school-based Head Start program already complies with all of the
vehicle, staffing, and training requirements except for the following;

e Children be seated in height and weight appropriate child restraint systems; and,
¢ There must be a bus monitor or other trained adult on board at all times.,

In addition to the above requirements, Montgomery County’s Head Start classes located in
child care centers (three classes as of October 2002) must comply with the requirement to

use an allowable alternate vehicles that complies with federal school bus standards for
crash survivability.

ESTIMATED COST OF COMPLYING WITH FEDERAL REGULATIONS

Preliminary estimates by MCPS staff are that it will cost at least $2 million for the County
to comply with the new transportation regulations.
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